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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The discussion in Chapter I will include: (1) the statement of the 
problem; (2) the definition of concepts; and (3) the significance of the 
study. 
Statement of the Problem 
The numerous research studies that have been conducted by demograph­
ers concerning differential fertility have as their chief objective the 
task of trying to understand the socio-cultural determinants of fertility 
(Ryder and Westoff, 1971:53). Before demographers are able to meet this 
goal fully, they must view both the effect of the individual's orienta­
tion and disposition, as well as the effect of social values and norms 
prevailing in the society or group structure. Norman Ryder supports this 
point when he states: 
Reproductive behavior reflects the influence of norms within 
various contexts. Norms are properties of groups. Therefore 
the understanding of reproductive behavior requires the study 
of groups and their characteristics (including norm), rather 
than the study of individuals and their characteristics 
(Ryder, 1973:505). 
The studies of fertility, up to the present time, have dealt pri­
marily with the individual orientations and characteristics of individ­
uals. This approach of focusing attention on individuals is useful for 
many demographic purposes; however, it avoids showing the fundamental 
difference between the influence of group structure and that of the 
individual's own characteristics on his/her conduct. In further exempli­
fication, the fertility studies have shown that individuals with given 
socio-economic characteristics display a certain fertility behavior; 
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furthermore, they have demonstrated that persons with different socio­
economic dimensions exhibit differences in ideal, intended, and desired 
family size (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:19-25). However, the studies do not 
deal with or account for the effect that a social norm, which is prevalent 
in an ecological unit or group, may have on the individual attitudes and 
behavior of group members concerning their reproductive behavior. For 
example, demographers of the National Fertility Surveys have established 
that there is a difference between the variables of ideal, intended, and 
desired family size for various socio-economic categories. However, these 
studies give no consideration to the effects that the group structure has 
on the individual orientations of its members. 
The chief objectives of this dissertation are to attempt to determine 
if there is a relationship between the group structure and the fertility 
attitudes and behavior of individual group members and to present both a 
theoretical (i.e., the Demographic Regulation Theory) and a methodological 
(i.e., the method of structural effects) framework that can be used to 
examine this relationship. By obtaining Information concerning the rela­
tionship between social norms and individual fertility attitudes and 
behavior, it is hoped that a more clear understanding of the fertility 
differentials can be achieved. 
Definition of Concepts 
This section is offered in order to verbally define and explain the 
concepts referred to in this dissertation. The measurement and operation-
alization of these concepts can be found in Chapter III, "Operational 
Definitions." 
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(1) Social Structure (group structure) - this concept generally 
refers to "an arrangement or configuration of social activities that is 
seen to exist over some period of time and that is believed to depict 
underlying patterns of social order" (Olsen, 1968:46). A social structure 
thus incorporates the major recurrent features of many specific instances 
of social order. "In short, sociologists usually view social structure 
to be patterned social order as they observe it" (Nadel, 1957:6). 
Social structure can be described as static pictures of social order. 
That is, a depicted social structure is always a static unvarying configu­
ration of social relationships (Olsen, 1968:45). Therefore, any particu­
lar description of social structure is a perceptual and conceptual 
abstraction from social reality (Nadel, 1957:158). 
There are a number of definitions for social structure which sociol­
ogists may incorporate in their research. All these various definitions 
are useful and valuable to sociology, because they enable the researcher 
to study the relationship of social structure and individual behavior from 
many different perspectives. 
The perspective that provides the theoretical basis for analysis in 
this dissertation is that of Emile Durkheim. Stated in more detail, 
Durkheim insisted that social structure is a social fact which must be 
studied as a "thing" external to and constraining upon the individual 
(Hinkle and Hinkle, 1954:51). This means that the social structure is 
autonomous from the individual, but still influences the individual to 
behave and act in a certain manner. There are two basic types of social 
fact that can be distinguished according to Durkheim's conceptualization: 
(a) the common values and noms embodied in a culture or subculture; and 
4 
(b) the networks of social relations in which processes of social inter­
action become organized and through which social positions of individuals 
and subgroups become differentiated (Blau, 1960:178). 
For example, the empirical research studies dealing with structural 
effects (Blau, 1960; Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964; Campbell and Alexander, 
1965; Flinn, 1970; and Bultena, 1974) utilized Durkheim's concept of 
social structure and his method of analysis. Therefore, this dissertation 
will also use Durkheim's conceptualization of social structure, focusing 
on the first type of social fact mentioned above (social norms). 
(2) Social Norm - a norm is a rule, standard or pattern for action. 
Social norms are rules for conduct. That is, "social norms are the stand­
ards by reference to which behavior is judged and approved or disapproved" 
(Williams, 1951:78). Concomitantly, social norms differentiate between 
proper and improper conduct and govern action directed toward values. 
This normative system embodies "what ought to be" in contrast to the fac­
tual order which embodies "what is" (Davis, 1949:52). The normative and 
factual orders are neither identical nor completely different. "The norm­
ative order acts as one determinant of the factual order; however, the 
factual order also influences the normative system" (Flinn, 1970:984). 
The degree that a particular social norm actually is effective can be 
observed in the marked actual regularity of social acts in recurrent situ­
ations of a particular kind (Olsen, 1968:59). Stated differently, there 
will be more or less standardized viays In which people are seen to behave 
when they are interacting in various social activities. In fact, social 
norms may arise in relation to any aspect of human activity and experience 
that comes to be regarded as of any importance or consequence (Williams, 
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1951:205). For example, individuals have social norms regulating their 
behavior when they trade, engage in religious worship, play games, and 
many other social interaction situations. 
As mentioned earlier, individuals are expected to conform to social 
norms. This conformity is usually brought about by social pressures 
arising from group acceptance of norms (consensus) or sanctions and pun­
ishment that are induced, if the individual fails to comply to prevailing 
norms. 
Fertility behavior, which is a human activity that certainly has 
important consequences both for the survival and for the proper mainte­
nance of the human race, has long been the concern of mankind. However, 
the study of human fertility behavior has generally dealt with the indi­
vidual characteristics and not the social norms that may govern such 
behavior. It was Donald Bogue who introduced his Demographic Regulation 
Theory, which enabled demographers to address themselves to the possibil­
ity of social norms regulating fertility behavior. However, Bogue's 
theory, to the best of the author's knowledge, has never been empirically 
examined in order to determine if the social norms he specifies acuta!ly 
do influence the fertility of individuals. Therefore, this dissertation 
will attempt to address itself to this void in population research. In so 
doing, it will examine the influence of Bogue's social norms (ideal and 
desired family size) on the fertility behavior of individuals in the 
United States. 
(3) Group (normative group) - this concept refers to a unified aggre­
gate and not to the traditionally defined small group. For example, the 
previous studies dealing with structural effects used different units 
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of aggregation to observe the occurrence of a social norm, but none of 
these would meet the conventional definition of a small group used by 
social psychologists, such as Blumer, Cooley, and Homans. 
This dissertation will use the smallest possible unit of aggregation 
permitted by the data, which is the county. Within these units of aggre­
gation, a value for the prevailing societal social norm (i.e., ideal or 
desired family size) can be identified by determining if the mean of indi­
vidual responses toward ideal and desired family size within the unit of 
aggregation is higher or lower than the societal norm (i.e., the mean of 
individual responses toward ideal and desired family size for the total 
sample). Group, therefore, becomes a parsimonious term for the identifi­
cation of a unit of aggregation with a value of the norm under study. 
Consequently, any unit of aggregation which has a demonstrable norm to 
characterize it may be considered a normative group in structural effects 
research. 
(4) Individual Orientations — this term refers to the attitudes and 
opinions of an individual concerning a particular behavior. In other 
words, these individual orientations govern the choice of objectives that 
are considered worth striving for (Blau, 1960:179). 
(5) Structural Effect — this term refers to the amount of influence 
that the normative group structure (group orientation toward a social 
norm) exerts on the attitudes and behavior of individual group members. 
In order to determine the degree in which social norms influence the atti­
tudes and behavior of individuals, it is necessary to make an effort to 
isolate the external constraints of social norms from the influences of 
the individual's internalized values. This task is accomplished, accord­
ing to Peter Blau (1960), by utilizing the methodological technique of 
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structural effects, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter III, 
"Methods." 
(6) Socio-Economic Characteristics - this terminology refers to a 
selected set of achieved social characteristics (i.e., education and resi­
dence) and ascribed social characteristics (i.e., race and religion) of 
individuals. 
(7) Completed Family Size — this term refers to the number of chil­
dren the respondent has living either after she has passed her signifi­
cant childbearing years or after her fecundity has been impaired due to 
voluntary or involuntary reasons (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:33-34). 
(8) Ideal Family Size — this term refers to the number of children 
the respondent views as the preferred or ideal number for a single family 
in the United States (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:26). 
(9) Desired Family Size - this term refers to the number of children 
a respondent wished to have before reaching her completed family size 
given optimum conditions (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:26-27). 
(10) Intended Family Size - this term refers to the number of chil­
dren the respondent planned to bear during her childbearing years at the 
age she first considered it (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:19-21). 
The expression of attitudes regarding the three types of family size 
could be viewed as a hierarchy of three levels of abstraction. To exem­
plify, ideal family size could be viewed as the highest level of abstrac­
tion because it is referring to the preferred number of children the 
respondent believes is the proper size for a single family in general. 
Desired family size could be seen to be the second level of abstraction 
because it refers to the number of children the respondent would wish to 
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have given optimum conditions (e.g., good physical health, sufficient 
Income, etc.). And, finally. Intended family size could be observed as 
the third and lowest level of abstraction because It refers to the number 
of children that a respondent planned to bear during her chlldbearing 
years at the age she first considered it. More concretely, the two atti­
tudes of ideal and desired family size reflect the hypothetical questions 
of "what is the proper number of children for any single family in gen­
eral" and "how many children would I wish to have given optimum condi­
tions," respectively. Whereas, intended family size represents the more 
concrete question "how many offspring did I plan to have during ny child-
bearing years at the age I first considered it." 
Furthermore, Ryder and Westoff (1971) suggest that Intended family 
size has the greatest potential for predicting current family size (the 
number of children the respondent had at the time of the interview), 
followed by desired family size and ideal family size, respectively (Ryder 
and Westoff, 1971:35). Additionally, they "conclude that the variables 
of ideal, desired, and Intended family size express different orientations 
to number of children" (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:35). 
Significance of the Study 
The significance of this research is five-fold: (1) it attempts to 
bridge a research gap that has been present in most fertility studies, 
namely, the use of operational 1zed norms (structural variables) to empir­
ically examine the differences in the attitudes and behavior of members 
within a normative group; (2) it seeks to be an elaboration of the Demo­
graphic Regulation Theory in that it may add a new dimension to the theory 
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by making an effort to enhance the explanatory power of group structure 
and individual orientations toward family size; (3) it hopes to contribute 
to the practical aspects of policy and decision making for Family Plan­
ners, in that this research attempts to demonstrate the advantages of 
examining the community or group structure as opposed to studying only 
individuals as in the past; (4) it utilizes a different methodological 
approach to demographic research - the technique of structural effects; 
and (5) it appears timely because population growth is one of the most 
pressing issues considered in discussions of current international and 
national problems. 
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CHAPTER II. THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
This chapter will include in its discussion: (1) the Demographic 
Regulation Theory; (2) a review of the literature; and (3) the hypotheses. 
Demographic Regulation Theory 
The theories of fertility have focused largely on the various social, 
economic, cultural, psychological and biological factors that were 
believed to determine the fertility behavior of individuals. However, 
these theories have not attempted to distinguish whether the individual's 
orientation or the group structure influences the individual's attitudes 
toward intended and completed family size. For example, one of the most 
recent fertility theories, the Demographic Regulation Theory of Donald 
Bogue, exemplifies this very point. The theory may be stated as follows; 
Every society tends to keep its vital processes in a state of 
balance such that population will replenish losses from death 
and grow to an extent deemed desirable by collective norms. 
These norms are flexible and readjust rather promptly to changes 
in the ability of the economy to support population (Bogue, 
1969:51). 
The norms to which Bogue refers are not explicit opinions about desired 
population size or the optimum rate of growth; instead, they are opinions 
concerning what constitutes the ideal size of completed family (Bogue, 
1969:52). Restated, Bogue is referring not to the individual's opinion 
of how many persons a population should have nor to the rate at which it 
should grow; but rather, he centers on the individual's opinion concern­
ing what would be the ideal family size. He points out that "these norms 
about family size vary from person to person, so that the norm at any 
given time is an average about which there is a substantial amount of 
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dispersion" (Bogue, 1969:52). 
The theory of Demographic Regulation is an extension to man of the 
principle of the "balance of nature" as stated by Charles Darwin; however, 
it is a sociological construction of that principle (Bogue, 1969:51). 
Furthermore, the Demographic Regulation Theory was developed out of the 
well-known process of demographic transition. This process was first 
specifically formulated by Warren S. Thompson in 1929 and can be described 
as follows: 
As originally formulated a generation ago, this demographic tran­
sition was conceived as taking place in three broad stages: 
(1) preindustrial societies, with high fertility and mortality 
and a consequent low natural increase; (2) societies in transi­
tion, with continuing high fertility but declining mortality and 
a consequent rapid natural increase; and (3) modern societies, 
with both fertility and mortality stabilized at a low level and 
a consequent more or less static population. Although some of 
its details have proved to be false and some of its implications 
misleading, in its simplest form the theory of the demographic 
transition is nevertheless one of the best documented generaliza­
tions in the social sciences (Petersen, 1969:11). 
The influence of the theory of demographic transition on Donald 
Bogue's Demographic Regulation Theory is clearly seen when he discusses 
how the balance of population takes place. That is, Bogue is assuming 
that almost everywhere the balance of population comes about first through 
the minimizing of death rates, which is contingent upon the prevailing 
state of technology for a given population. The second stage in balanc­
ing a population takes the form of regulating birth rates to the extent 
that the desired balance or rate of growth is achieved. These assumptions 
have a sound foundation, in that the avoidance of death is almost uni­
versally a social value. That is, all societies with few exceptions 
readily accept practices that reduce mortality. Few societies condone 
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the uses of Infanticide and the like to control the growth of a popula­
tion. On the other hand, almost every developing country (e.g., India, 
some South American countries, some Middle-Eastern countries, etc.) and 
most developed countries (e.g.. United States, Japan, France, etc.) in 
the world, whose population has increased in size and density to the 
point that the standard of living or life itself is threatened, have made 
available birth control and family planning programs to their populace. 
In societies that experience high death rates, there is virtually no 
regulation of fertility behavior, except to conform to the desires of 
individual couples, because high fertility is required to offset high 
mortality. However, the highly industrialized societies have brought 
death rates to a relatively very low level, and consequently high birth­
rates are perceived by the society as undesirable because they cause the 
family size to exceed that which is deemed desirable by the existing 
norms. In this type of society, fertility regulation is recognized by 
the group and individuals as a positive element in the culture. Neverthe 
less, there is an inevitable time lag that occurs between the period when 
the mortality rates sharply descend and the fertility rates begin to 
decline. A direct result of this lag during the period of adjustment is 
a rapid population increase, which is not anticipated or desired by the 
society. 
This stage of rapid population growth that takes place during the 
readjustment period is of great concern to demographers. 
They have been aware of this phenomenon for many years and concur 
that the acute population increase occurs because of the following 
reasons : 
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1) the mortality reduction occurs first in time, it is the stimu­
lus to which fertility regulation is a response; and 
2) the adjustment of fertility to reduced mortality is not a 
simple automatic reflex, but is an entire process of social 
change, which consists of several different phases (Bogue, 
1969:52). 
The phases that Bogue is referring to are the following: (1) the popula­
tion becomes aware of the falling death rates through information supplied 
by demographic research, which enables the population to realize that the 
average family size is increasing; (2) the implications of this change 
are explained in reference to individual and group welfare and are defined 
as undesirable; and (3) a particular socially acceptable solution (mode 
of fertility control) is devised, diffused throughout the population, and 
adopted as socially acceptable behavior (Bogue, 1969:52). This process 
requires a substantial amount of time under very favorable circumstances. 
In the case of strong opposition to fertility control by cultural, reli­
gious, or bureaucratic factors, the process of change necessitates even 
greater lengths of time. Demographers have noted that the amount of 
population growth during this adjustment to declining death rates is 
dependent upon the degree of disparity between the birth and death rates 
and the duration of time that this disparity persists. 
The mortality rates that exist at a given point in time varies with 
a particular average size of desired completed family (Bogue, 1969:52). 
For example, if a population has a high mortality rate, many of the chil­
dren will die before reaching adulthood, which will cause a couple to 
overbear in order to attain the ideal family size. In comparison, if a 
population has a very low death rate, then the couples would need to bear 
only the number of children they considered to be the ideal number for 
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their family. Consequently, the readjustment to a condition of lower 
mortality requires a double change In social attitudes: (1) a lowering 
of the ideal size of completed family to match the growth rate indicated 
by the present conditions; and (2) a lowering of the amount of "overbear­
ing" of children necessary to overcome mortality and attain the desired 
family size (Bogue, 1969:52). 
This double adjustment requires time and can not be achieved immedi­
ately. According to Bogue, this process of double adjustment involves a 
complex set of demographic calculations, modification of customs and atti­
tudes, and motivation for persons to conform to the new pattern (Bogue, 
1969:53). Indeed, the social organization itself must change to facili­
tate the carrying out of the changed Ideals. That is, fertility control 
must be admitted as a normal part of health and medical services, and 
medical and health organizations must be prepared technologically, psycho­
logically, and sociologically to offer such services. However, the 
adjustment may take place in a few years or even months when certain fac­
tors are favorable to the change. These factors would Include the inten­
sity and degree of uniformity of the old fertility attitudes, the extent 
of communication, the amount of discussion, and the degree of social con­
sensus. 
Bogue suggests that this adjustment to mortality decline and rapid 
population increase may be accomplished in our contemporary society in a 
much shorter time than in previous years because of the following factors: 
(1) modern demographic science can and does keep the national leadership 
fully informed of its present and prospective future population. As a 
result, there is a widespread social consciousness of the demographic 
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balance and the need for regulation; (2) modern methods of communication 
make it possible to circulate new ideas rapidly through the population. 
Awareness of the need for regulation can be quickly diffused throughout 
the society. Information about how this regulation may be achieved can be 
diffused just as fast; (3) social change has permeated society to such an 
extent that entire nations are now growing accustomed to making changes 
almost continuously. Resistance to change is being lowered everywhere; 
(4) the techniques for limiting fertility (contraception) are now numer­
ous, varied, and inexpensive so that every couple has available at least 
one method that will be both effective and acceptable to it. Further 
technological progress along these lines may be expected in the very near 
future; and (5) major and powerful institutional groups are placing the 
weight of their prestige and influence i" favor of fertility regulation. 
They include medical groups, economic planners, religious groups, and 
political leaders and educators. "The resistance to fertility regulation 
is rapidly becoming identified with an outmoded way of thinking and behav­
ing" (Bogue, 1969:53). 
The combined actions of these factors may greatly contribute to the 
degree and efficiency of success with which a population can adjust to 
new attitudes of ideal and desired family size. It is quite possible 
that within our lifetime we will see fertility control become an integral 
part of the culture, with highly developed social organizations for main­
taining it, in all societies of the world. 
The Demographic Regulation Theory is premised on the assertion that 
every society has a set of norms (ideal and desired family size) that 
govern and guide population growth (Bogue, 1969:52). The theory is a 
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positive assertion that nations, when faced with serious overpopulation, 
will undergo adaptive social change to lower fertility rates and in so 
doing will invent and adopt a technology of contraception. Furthermore, 
the theory asserts that modern man is able to foresee demographic catas­
trophe long before it arrives and takes adaptive action long before it is 
forced on him by the brute forces of nature (Bogue, 1969:53). 
Because fertility studies and the Demographic Regulation Theory gen­
erally hold that the social values and norms which govern fertility are 
the mean average of the individual orientations, there remains an impor­
tant question that has not been answered. Is there a relationship between 
the group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of Individual 
group members? This research will attempt to answer this question, and in 
so doing may establish a more clear understanding of the fertility differ­
entials existing at present. 
Review of the Literature 
Studies on structural effects 
Systematic social research has often been criticized for distorting, 
if not entirely ignoring, crucial characteristics of social structure 
(Blumer, 1948:542-543). The National Sample Surveys of Fertility (e.g.. 
Growth of American Family Study I, 1955; Growth of American Family Study 
II, 1960; and the National Fertility Survey, 1965)^ have provided much 
^The first Growth of American Family Study (GAF-I) was undertaken by 
Ronald Freedman and P. K. Whelpton in 1955. This was the first attempt 
to obtain a wide range of demographic and social data on a national scale 
for the purpose of plotting the future course of fertility. In 1960, 
P. K. Whelpton, A. A. Campbell, and John E. Patterson collaborated in the 
production of the second Growth of American Families Study (GAF-II). This 
was conceived as a follow-up and [continued on the following page] 
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information about the influence of attitudes of females and their social 
status on fertility differentials and expected parity, but they have con­
tributed little to our knowledge of the structural constraints exerted by 
common values and status distributions in groups and communities, because 
these surveys tend to use only isolated individuals as their unit of 
analysis. In like manner, even though ecological studies have examined 
social units, they have usually not separated the consequences of social 
conditions from those of the individual's own characteristics for his/her 
behavior, because ecological data do not furnish information about indi­
viduals except in the aggregate (Blau; 1960:179). But the systematic 
analysis of structural constraints requires, as Merton and Kitt (1950) 
have pointed out, the simultaneous use of indices of social structure and 
of individual behavior (Merton and Kitt, 1950:82-83). 
By means of the methodological technique of structural effects and 
operationalizing the collective norms of the Demographic Regulation 
Theory, this dissertation will attempt to isolate the group or structural 
effect of the social norms (i.e., ideal and desired family size) from the 
individual value orientations of the group members. The methodological 
technique of structural effect will be discussed in detail. The discus­
sion of this technique can be found in Chapter III, "The Method of 
Structural Effects." 
^[continued from the previous page] extension of the scope of GAF-I; 
it provided for the first time an opportunity to evaluate the validity of 
women's fertility expectations and to begin the analysis of time trends in 
the proportions using contraception, the level of family size desired, and 
the pattern of group differences in fertility. Norman B. Ryder and 
Charles F. Westoff conducted the National Fertility Study of 1965 (NSF). 
This study was more concerned with the estimates of parameters than with 
the preparation of bases for forecasts (Kyder and Westoff, 1971:4-6). 
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Ever since Durkhelm pointed out the Importance of social facts, 
sociologists have generally felt justified In asserting that the social 
structure exerts Influence upon the behaviors of individuals. In addi­
tion, a few sociologists have employed Durkheim's method of analysis to 
examine the relationships between social structure and various types of 
individual behavior. The following is a review of the research that has 
utilized explicitly the method of Structural Effects. 
Peter.Blau (1960) used data from a public assistance agency to demon­
strate that the prevailing norms and values in a work group influenced the 
caseworkers' behavior toward clients. Specifically, sixty caseworkers 
were categorized into twelve groups based on attitudes toward clients, 
orientation to work, visits to clients, delegating responsibility to cli­
ents, and involvement with work (Blau, 1960:181). Blau's research demon­
strated the following structural effects: (1) caseworkers residing in 
groups where the prevailing norm was to provide casework services were 
more apt to render these services to their clients than caseworkers in 
groups that did not have this prevalent norm; (2) caseworkers placed in 
groups where the existing norm was to have a positive attitude toward 
clients tended to decrease their involvement with work and demonstrated 
an unwillingness to delegate responsibility to clients. On the other 
hand, workers in groups that did not have this norm present tended to show 
the opposite behavior; (3) the groups having a prevalent norm toward work­
ing out and discussing problems with other group members demonstrated less 
of a personal approach to clients and higher productivity than caseworkers 
occupying groups where group members rarely discussed problems with each 
other; and (4) groups with a norm of positive attitudes toward clients 
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showed a higher degree of consultation among group members concerning the 
problems of clients than groups which displayed a norm of negative atti­
tudes toward clients. In addition, Blau explains and discusses in detail 
six possible types of structural effects: (1) direct structural effects 
on common values, which indicate that the individual's conduct is influ­
enced not only by the motivating force of his own value orientation but 
also by the social pressure resulting from the shared values of the other 
members of the group; (2) inverse structural effects on common values, 
which suggest that group values give rise to normative constraints that 
counteract the individual's psychological reaction to his own value orien­
tation; (3) contingency structural effects on values, which are those in 
which the distribution of a value in a group influences the correlation 
between the individual's value orientation and a third variable; (4) direct 
structural effects of relational networks, which abstracts the supportive 
or constraining force exerted by the social organization of the relation­
ships between individuals and subgroups in a collectivity from the influ­
ences of each member's interpersonal relationships or social status; 
(5) inverse structural effects of relational networks, which are indica­
tive of the fact that the status distribution or network of social rela­
tions in a collectivity has an impact which is the very opposite of that 
of the individual's social status or his social relationships; and 
(6) contingency structural effects of relational networks, which are 
those in which the association between the individual's social position 
or relations and another factor depends on the distribution of social 
positions or relations in the collectivity (Blau, 1960:191-192). 
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Tannenbaum and Bachman (1964) utilized Blau's data of 60 caseworkers 
and inflated the sample to represent 150 caseworkers, who would be norm­
ally distributed on an Individual variable (i.e.. Individual's discussion 
among colleagues) by means of the Monte Carlo (random techniques) method. 
Tannenbaum and Bachman's study found the following structural effects: 
(1) that Individuals located in collectives where the prevailing norm was 
to discuss their problems among each other had a greater tendency to dis­
cuss their problems than individuals located in collectives where the 
opposite was true; and (2) that individuals with an individual orientation 
ot not discussing problems were less likely to discuss problems than those 
individuals with the same orientation located in collectivities where 
problems were openly discussed. 
Furthermore, they suggested that researchers go one step further in 
structural effect analysis and determine if an "analytical structural 
effect" is present, after the study has found a structural effect accord­
ing to Blau's method (Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964:591). This analytical 
structural effect represents the relationship between the group orienta­
tion (i.e., prevailing norm of discussing problems with other group mem­
bers) and the behavior of individuals (I.e., the actual discussion between 
caseworkers of the same group), while controlling for the individual atti­
tudes of caseworkers toward discussing problems. However, they did not 
find an analytical structural effect present in their study. Thus, the 
results of the study found only a structural effect present. Tannenbaum 
and Bachman (1964) point out that the reason for examining the data for 
an analytical structural effect was to render a higher level of informa­
tion concerning the degree of Influence that group norms have on the 
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individual behavior of group members. In other words, the analytical 
structural effect will enable the researcher to determine the actual 
influence of group norms on individual behavior because the individual 
attitudes are held constant. The analytical structural effect, of course, 
assumes the presence of a structural effect, because the additional analy­
sis would be frivolous unless the latter effect existed. Consequently, 
it is necessary to use Blau's method to determine if a structural effect 
exists and then proceed with the additional analysis to determine if an 
analytical structural effect is present. 
Tannenbaum and Bachman (1964) mentioned that the major problems of 
Blau's method results from his assumptions: (1) that individual charac­
teristics are held strictly constant, which prevents the possibility of 
obtaining spurious structural effects; and (2) that the group characteris­
tics are held strictly constant, which minimizes the possibility of spuri­
ous individual level effects (Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964:594). The 
problems and solutions to these assumptions will be discussed in Chapter 
III, "The Method of Structural Effects." 
Campbell and Alexander (1965) employed data from questionnaires that 
were administered to 1,410 male seniors in high schools located in the 
eastern counties (Piedmont sections) of North Carolina to examine the 
association between the average status of a school and the education 
aspirations of individuals at each status level. Their results found 
the following structural effect: the larger the proportion of middle-
class students in a high school, the greater the likelihood that students 
of a given socio-economic stratum will have high educational aspirations 
(Campbell and Alexander, 1965:286-287). However, when they controlled 
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for the average socio-economic status of the two closest friends of high 
school students, the differences in the socio-economic status of schools 
no longer explained the differences in educational aspirations of students. 
The status of friends, on the other hand, was clearly related to the 
status of the school (Campbell and Alexander, 1965:287). Therefore, they 
conclude that the structural effects of school status are best conceived 
as due to the interpersonal influences of an individual's significant 
other. They attribute the lack of an analytical structural effect to the 
following: (1) the lack of participants perceiving the existence of sys­
tem wide values and norms; (2) the possible nonexistence of a collective 
value system; and (3) the research on structural effects is required to 
permit a specification of the conditions under which certain structural 
variables produce the relevant characteristics of an individual's social 
situation. In contrast, the socio-psychological theories specify the 
conditions under which individuals respond to given characteristics of 
their social situation. Consequently, until there is specification of 
the relationship between structural variables and the inclination to 
relate to particular types of persons in the collectivity, it will con­
tinue to be difficult to examine the structural effects on individual 
behavior (Campbell and Alexander, 1965:287-288). Implicitly, they are 
suggesting in their latter point that future research in structural 
effects specify the units of aggregation that may be appropriate for 
studying the association between group structure and a particular indi­
vidual attitude or behavior. 
William Flinn (1970) utilized data taken from a random sample of 
seventy-six truck farmers in seven communities of Washington County, 
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Ohio. FI inn's results determined the following structural effect: that 
farmers who were members of communities in which there was a prevailing 
norm toward favorable adoption of innovative farming practices were more 
innovative in their farm practices than farmers living in communities 
that did not have a favorable norm toward adopting innovative farming 
practices (Flinn, 1970:985). Similarly, Flinn demonstrated that the 
relationship between innovativeness and conmunity values of innovators 
remained strong even when the various personal attributes of farmers 
(i.e., age, education, social status, and acres in truck farming) were 
controlled. Consequently, Flinn suggests that there is an indication 
that an analytical structural effect exists independent of personal influ­
ences. In addition, he attempted to determine if the truck farmers per­
ceived a community value system existing (Campbell and Alexander, 1965) 
by asking the farmers if their community was above or below average in 
the adopting of new truck farming ideas as compared to other communities 
in their area (Flinn, 1970:989). Conceptually, in this study the percep­
tion of community values on innovativeness has no meaningful counterpart 
on the individual level, although their measurement is obtained at that 
level. In other words, the information of the aggregate is inferred to 
the individual level, which makes his conclusion that an important per­
ceived structural effect exists independently of the personal values and 
attributes of farmers susceptible to the ecological fallacy (Robinson, 
1950). Nevertheless, his study does give evidence that an analytical 
structural effect exists which means the social norms of the communities 
influence the innovativeness of truck farmers independent of individual 
attitudes toward innovativeness. However, Flinn's conclusion concerning 
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the presence of a perceived structural effect remains dubious, until the 
perception of community values on innovativeness has a meaningful counter­
part on the individual level (e.g., a question asking farmers if they 
believe other farmers in the area to have a tendency to adopt innovative 
truck farming ideas). 
A recent study of structural effects was conducted by Gordon Bultena 
(1974). He obtained data for his study from interviews with 521 males 
who had moved permanently to Arizona following their retirement in the 
Midwest. Three age-integrated communities were studied (the cities of 
Tucson, Mesa, and Tempe) and four planned retirement communities (Dream­
land Villa, Green Valley, Sun City, and Youngtown). Bultena's findings 
determined the following structural effect: the retired persons living 
in planned retirement communities had higher life satisfaction than 
retired persons in age integrated communities. However, when Bultena 
controlled for the differential expectations of individuals toward the 
retirement role, the relationship between the type of community a person 
resides and life satisfaction diminished (Bultena, 1974:28-29). There­
fore, Bultena's study gave evidence that a structural effect was present 
but not an analytical structural effect. 
As mentioned earlier, this dissertation will attempt to determine if 
there is a relationship between group structure and the fertility atti­
tudes and behavior of individual group members. This question can be 
answered by determining if there is a structural effect between group 
structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of individual group 
members. The latter inquiry shall be addressed by: (1) employing infor­
mation from the Demographic Regulation Theory; (2) utilizing the 
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methodological framework from the method of structural effects; and 
(3) using the data collected by the 1965 National Fertility Survey. If 
there is evidence suggesting that a structural effect exists between the 
group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of individual 
group members, then the researcher will control for certain individual 
socio-economic characteristics (i.e., education, race, residence, and 
religion) and examine the aggregated individual effects (individual orien­
tation toward ideal and desired family size) in order to determine if the 
structural effect is spurious. Similarly, if there is evidence suggest­
ing that a structural effect exists, then the researcher will attempt to 
determine if an "analytical structural effect" is present (Tannenbaum and 
Bachman, 1964). An examination of the "perceived structural effect" 
(Campbell and Alexander, 1965) can not be studied because the data will 
not allow this type of analysis. 
The following subsection is a review of the socio-economic fertility 
differentials that will be used as control variables in the research. 
Socio-economic fertility differentials 
Social scientists have devoted considerable attention to the study 
of subgroup differences in fertility. Research on this subject has 
derived from several related foci of concern including the documentation 
of fertility differentials, the implications of these differentials for 
the future of the population, and the reasons for subgroup differences in 
fertility. 
Concern with the documentation of fertility differentials appears 
early in the literature. Montesquieu and Hume are cited in an early 
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population publication as making references to urban-rural or social class 
differences in family size (United Nations, 1953:74), and systematic docu­
mentation of such differences in the U.S. was well under way by the late 
1920's (Pearl, 1927:102-118). Ever since the early demographic studies 
discovered that individuals with different socio-economic characteristics 
tended to exhibit differences in their fertility behavior, a continuing 
line of research has sought to document changes in these differentials 
(Westoff, 1954:549-561). 
Subgroup differences in completed fertility are generally viewed in 
the context of the secular fertility decline. Therefore, Bumpass (1968) 
points out two of the many factors that are related to the differing 
rates of fertility declines for various subgroups, and consequently to 
the resulting subgroup differences in fertility (Bumpass, 1968:4). The 
first of these concerns the structure of society, and the role of the 
family, and of children, within the structure. As functions once centered 
in the home have increasingly been taken over by other institutions, both 
the role of children in society and the process by which they are evalu­
ated have changed. As the family has become more involved in a highly 
differentiated money economy in which the majority of the workers are 
employees, children have increasingly become economic liabilities rather 
than assets. At the same time, involvement in the more highly differen­
tiated society presents a broad range of alternative investments of time 
and money. The role of the husband-wife unit tends to broaden beyond the 
reproducing and socialization of the children, and, given limited 
resources, increased involvement in nonhome oriented activities implies 
a lower evaluation of a larger family size (Goldberg, 1965:24). Therefore, 
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subgroup differences in family size desired are seen as, in part, the 
result of differential involvement in an urban way of life. 
The second of the two factors usually cited as responsible for dif­
ferential fertility is the diffusion of contraceptive information neces­
sary for the implementation of differences in desired family size (Pearl, 
1939:198-201). Thus it is believed that as a result of the concurrence 
of these two factors, the long-term decline in fertility began with the 
higher socio-economic urban classes; and later spread outward to the rural 
areas and downward to the lower socio-economic groups. In contrast to 
this view, Petersen pointed out that the pattern, described by Dennis 
Wrong (1958) of the class fertility differentials increasing as the 
national birth rate declined, suggests that fertility decline began in the 
middle classes, who had smaller families (Petersen, 1969:501). The middle 
classes adopted this norm of small families, according to Malthus (1872), 
because they had the opportunity to move to a higher social strata which 
was facilitated by reducing the family obligations (fewer children). Sim­
ilarly, Dumont proposed a theory which can be described as follows: 
Any man tends to rise from inferior positions in society to 
higher ones. This tendency can be blocked by the material or 
other obstacles that immobilize him .... For one who starts at 
the bottom to arrive at the top, it is necessary to run fast 
and not to be encumbered with baggage. Thus, while an ambitious 
man can be served by a good marriage, either because of the 
wealth or the contacts it brings him, his own children, particu­
larly if they are numerous, almost inevitably slow him down 
(Dumont, 1890:106,110). 
In either case, as urbanization increased fertility differentials 
for subgroups have tended to mathematically converge (Kiser, 1960:91). 
While the above schema may be useful in interpreting the long-run 
evolution of subgroup differences in fertility, it is not sufficient for 
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the understanding of recent changes in differential fertility. The most 
marked reduction of fertility differentials occurred during the "baby 
boom" period, and resulted from greater increases in fertility for the 
higher than for the lower strata (Kiser, 1960:91). Alternative commit­
ments and differential knowledge of contraception probably still vary with 
measures of social status, but further refinements must be made as addi­
tional variables affecting fertility are taken into account. 
Education is a widely discussed variable in relation to differential 
fertility. "Differentials by the education of the wife have been found 
to parallel those by the occupation of the husband, except that the con­
trasts stand out even more clearly" (Petersen, 1969:498-499). Education 
has several advantages over occupation as an index of social class. One 
of the major advantages of education is its ordering. That is, college 
can be ranked higher than high school, but the same is not true of a pro­
fessional as compared with a managerial position. Education is also ordi­
narily completed as a unit and then becomes a fixed attribute of adults 
for the rest of their lives. Furthermore, education as an index applies 
to all women and not, like occupation of the husband, only to those who 
are married. 
David Heer stated that education was one of the most important social 
factors influencing fertility. He pointed out, "education opens up a wide 
range of possible living styles and thus affords both the incentive to 
reduce family size and the knowledge of how this can be done" (Heer, 
1966:148). 
The leading demographers have discovered that throughout the world 
there appears to be a strong inverse relationship between the amount of 
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educational attainment and the level of fertility. Bogue gives evidence 
that for each age group of the population the number of children ever born 
decreases with increasing education; in addition, the highest levels of 
fertility are found among women who have completed no years of schooling 
and the lowest levels of fertility are found among women who have com­
pleted a college education (Bogue, 1969:693). 
The importance of education for fertility studies is witnessed by the 
fact that every major fertility study, world wide, has included this socio­
economic characteristic. Consequently, individual differences in educa­
tion can be considered as one of the most striking and important variables 
in differential fertility analysis. 
Another significant differential of fertility is race. The common 
comparison of demographers in relationship to racial differentials in 
fertility for the United States is that between white and nonwhite. Cate­
gorically the nonwhite group for 1960 in the United States was composed 
predominantly (94.3 percent) of Blacks (U.S. Census 1960:Table 44). 
Therefore, our review of the racial differentials will focus on the Black 
population. 
The best estimates of Black fertility during the nineteenth century 
are found in the work of Farley (Farley, 1965:386-398). Using census 
data, he estimated that between 1830 and 1880 the crude birth rate of 
American Blacks was over 50 per 1000 population. As the Black population 
increases through the twentieth century, its importance becomes more and 
more significant. However, it was not until 1965 that a substantial per­
centage of the Black population was included in a national fertility 
study. 
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While nonwhite fertility has always been higher than white fertility, 
the degree to which it has exceeded white fertility in this century has 
not been as great as is often supposed. Generally, since 1920 the non-
white fertility rate has been about 30 percent higher than the white rate, 
although in 1965, the year of greatest difference, it was 46 percent 
higher (United States Bureau of the Census, 1969:48). 
Except for the period between 1947 and 1950, the trends of nonwhite 
fertility, the increases and decreases, have always paralleled those of 
white fertility (National Center of Health Statistics, 1967:12). Perhaps 
the most striking example of this tendency occurred between 1950 and 1957, 
when the increase in fertility rate was more pronounced for the nonwhite 
population. 
Several special features of nonwhite fertility trends have engaged 
the interest of demographers in recent years. One is a paradoxical fea­
ture of nonwhite fertility depicted by Farley in the following manner: 
Crude birth rates for the Negro population of the United States 
indicate that fertility declined while Negroes remained in the 
South and then climbed in the last twenty-five years as Negroes 
became urbanized . . . Negro fertility has risen despite the 
urbanization of Negroes and improvements in their socio-economic 
characteristics (Farley, 1966:188). 
There seems to be three factors that caused this phenomenon: (1) medical 
care, through private and public health facilities, was likely to be more 
available to Blacks in the cities than it had been at their former places 
of residence; (2) a.great many nominally urban Blacks in the 1950's were 
more rural than urban in their orientation, experience, and outlook. They 
left the rural place because economic, political, and social pressures 
forced them out. They entered an urban social structure that discriminated 
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on the basis of race and, consequently, they were kept from being truly 
assimilated into the urban culture; and (3) "birth control by any method 
is based fundamentally on self-control, which socially mobile persons 
exercise because their restraint is rewarded with an improvement in socio­
economic status. But those ill prepared for urban-industrial jobs (or 
blocked from them by race prejudice—the demographic effect is the same) 
lack such incentive. Indeed, those with hope of economic stability may 
not have the personal prequisites of family stability" (Petersen, 1969: 
511). Consequently, the breakdown of social ties while Blacks were being 
urbanized could have caused their fertility to increase. In summary, the 
Black fertility patterns in this circumstance remained more rural than 
urban, except that improved medical care may have increased the general 
level of their fecundity. Furthermore, racial differences in fertility 
do not occur as a result of biological differences between the races; but 
rather, racial differences in fertility, particularly the United States, 
are a result of differences in socio-economic status. 
Two other variables that have been recently examined in the litera­
ture are residence and religion. The effect of socio-economic variables 
on fertility depends somewhat upon whether or not the couple has had farm 
background, and upon the religion of the wife. In a reanalysis of the 
1941 Indianapolis data, Goldberg found that in the urban population a neg­
ative relationship between fertility and socio-economic status was con­
fined almost completely to those couples who were raised on a farm (Gold­
berg, 1960:32-33). "There were comparatively small differences in fertil­
ity among socio-economic subgroups of the indigenous urban population" 
(Goldberg, 1960:36). This finding has since been replicated for more 
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recent cohorts by Freedman and Slesinger (1965) and by Duncan (1965). 
Concomitantly, it has been found that socio-economic differentials 
in fertility differ by wife's religion. Recent literature points out that 
whereas among non-Catholics the lower socio-economic groups have the high­
est fertility; among Catholics it is those with the higher income, occupa­
tion, or education who have the most children (Freedman, Goldberg, and 
Bumpass, 1965:13). One interpretation of this interaction between socio­
economic status and religion is that increased socio-economic status has 
a different meaning within the Catholic subculture than it has for the 
population at large (Goldberg, 1965:21-38). For the non-Catholic popula­
tion, higher social status provides more alternatives to home-oriented 
activities and the resources to engage in these alternatives. Conse­
quently, as home-oriented activities become a smaller portion of the uni­
verse of alternative investments of time and resources, family size is 
limited accordingly. On the other hand, within the Catholic community 
there is simultaneously an emphasis upon the sacredness of family values, 
and cautions against the sacrificing of these values for selfish patterns 
of consumptions (Davis, 1967:29-32). Consequently, for Catholics higher 
social status provides resources necessary for realization of the value 
placed on large families. Furthermore, the community structure plays an 
important role for Catholics, in that even in communities where Catholics 
are a minority group they tend to have a higher fertility than in commun­
ities where they are the dominant religious group (Petersen, 1969:538-539). 
Independent of the question of the direction of socio-economic fer­
tility differentials, there is a clear Catholic and non-Catholic differ­
ence in the level of fertility. In a study of expected family size in the 
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U.S., 1962-64, it was found that Catholics expected a larger family size 
than non-Catholics within each of the 30 social and economic categories 
for which comparisons were made (Freedman and Bumpass, 1966:191). This 
has been, and may still be, an increasing phenomenon (Ryder and Westoff, 
1967:164-165). 
One last point must be made with respect to socio-economic fertility 
differentials. Sociologists are often very concerned about explained var­
iance. If a variable, or battery of variables, does not explain over X 
percent of the variance in the dependent variable, they feel uneasy in 
discussing the relationships. With respect to fertility, at least, this 
is a misplaced emphasis. Sagi and Westoff (1963) indicated that perhaps 
half of the variance in family size is nonmotivational (Sagi and Westoff, 
1963:130-140). Goldberg (1965) suggests, therefore, "our criteria of the 
importance of independent variables should more often include consistency 
in simple subgroup summary measures, rather than heavy emphasis on 
explained variance (Goldberg, 1965:135). However, it should be noted that 
as more precise measures of social norms governing fertility behavior are 
developed, the majority of the variance in family size may not be labelled 
as nonmotivational and using explained variance in a bivariate or multi­
variate sense may contribute much to the understanding of differential 
fertility. 
The above is an overview of the findings in differential fertility 
research. Other variables that demographers have examined in this regard 
are economic determinants, age at marriage, duration of marriage, income, 
occupation, and women's work participation. 
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The following section will list the general and empirical hypotheses 
that this dissertation will examine. 
Hypotheses 
General hypotheses 
(1) The structural effect of normative group membership on the 
attitudes of group members will be exhibited in the expressed 
opinions and attitudes toward Intended family size. 
(2) The structural effect of normative group membership on ;„a 
behavior of group members will be exhibited in completed 
family size. 
The normative group membership mentioned in the general hypotheses 
refers to the unit of aggregation in which the individual is located. 
The following eight groups represent a finer distinction of the high and 
low normative groups for ideal and desired family size. That is, they 
take into account which unit of aggregation the individual is located and 
the individual's orientation toward ideal and desired family size. 
Normative groups 
group 1 = females with a high ideal family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately high ideal 
family size group. 
group 2 = females with a low ideal family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately high ideal 
family size group. 
group 3 = females with a high ideal family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately low ideal 
family size group. 
group 4 = females with a low ideal family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately low ideal 
family size group. 
group 5 = females with a high desired family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately high desired 
family size group. 
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group 6 = females with a low desired family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately high desired 
family size group. 
group 7 = famales with a high desired family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately low desired 
family size group. 
group 8 = females with a low desired family size individual 
orientation living in a predominately low desired 
family size group. 
Empirical hypotheses 
(1) Females with a high ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high ideal family size group (group 1) 
will demonstrate a different mean of intended family size than 
females with a high ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low ideal family size group (group 3). 
(2) Females with a low ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high ideal family size group (group 2) 
will demonstrate a different mean of intended family size than 
females with a low ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low ideal family size group (group 4). 
(3) Females with a high desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high desired family size group (group 5) 
will demonstrate a different mean of intended family size than 
females with a high desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low desired family size group (group 7). 
(4) Females with a low desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high desired family size group (group 6) 
will demonstrate a different mean of intended family size than 
females with a low desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low desired family size group (group 8). 
(5) Females with a high ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high ideal family size group (group 1) 
will demonstrate a different mean of completed family size than 
females with a high ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low ideal family size group (group 3). 
(6) Females with a low ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high ideal family size group (group 2) 
will demonstrate a different mean of completed family size than 
females with a low ideal family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low ideal family size group (group 4). 
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(7) Females with a high desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high desired family size group (group 5) 
will demonstrate a different mean of completed family size than 
females with a high desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low desired family size group (group 7). 
(8) Females with a low desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately high desired family size group (group 6) 
will demonstrate a different mean of completed family size than 
females with a low desired family size individual orientation 
living in a predominately low desired family size group (group 8). 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
This chapter is devoted to discussing the research procedures for 
collecting and analyzing the data used to test the empirical hypotheses 
stated in the previous chapter. This chapter is organized into seven sub­
sections: (1) the data source; (2) the research strategy; (3) the method 
of structural effects; (4) the operational definitions of concepts; 
(5) the construction of county groups; (6) statistical procedures; and 
(7) interpretation of initial findings. 
Data Source 
The data utilized in this study is taken from 1965 National Fertil­
ity Survey conducted by Norman B. Ryder and Charles F. Westoff at Prince­
ton University. The National Fertility Survey of 1965 had a representa­
tive cross-section sample selected on an area probability basis. The 
sample for this survey was defined as currently married women born since 
July 1, 1910 (thus they were under 55 years of age at the time of the 
interview) who were living with their husbands in the coterminous United 
States. The total sample consisted of 5,617 women. Of this total number 
there were 3,769 white women under the age of 45 years and 647 white 
women between 45 and 54 years of age. Concomitantly, there were 969 Black 
women under 45 years of age and 158 Black women between 45 and 54 years 
old. 
This study will use the total sample (5,617) in order to calculate 
the grand means for ideal and desired family size because the prevailing 
social norms (i.e., ideal and desired family size) are represented by the 
mean of the individual attitudes toward ideal and desired family size 
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for all the respondents in the sample. However, those respondents (3,321) 
who have completed their family size, that is, those respondents who have 
passed the primary childbearing years (15 to 34 years of age) or those 
respondents who have experienced a voluntary or involuntary impairment of 
their fecundity, will be used in the study to examine the influence of the 
societal norms on the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members. 
The study used those individuals who had completed their family size in 
order to obtain a more accurate account of the influence that the ideal 
and desired family size social norms have on the fertility attitudes and 
behavior of group members. 
The total number of respondents included in the ideal family size 
groups (3,262) and desired family size groups (2,925) are different 
because some respondents failed to answer the appropriate questions con­
cerning their attitudes toward ideal and desired family size. 
Research Strategy 
As mentioned in Chapter I, this research is not to determine the 
direction of causation between the social norms (ideal and desired family 
size) and intended and completed fertility behavior; but rather to inves­
tigate if there is a relationship between the group structure and the 
fertility attitudes (intended family size) and behavior (completed family 
size) of individual group members. This question can be answered by 
determining if there is a structural effect between group structure and 
the fertility attitudes and behavior of individual group members. 
In order to accomplish this latter task, it is necessary to observe 
if there is a difference in the females' attitudes and behavior regarding 
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fertility, when the females are living in an area where certain social 
norms regarding fertility prevail. To achieve this end the following 
steps were used; (1) social norms were selected on the basis of the 
Demographic Regulation Theory. These societal norms regarding fertility 
are ideal and desired family size; (2) intended family size and completed 
family size were used to represent the fertility attitudes and behavior 
of women; (3) the group structure for the females was represented by a 
cluster of counties (not necessarily contiguous). The county was the 
smallest unit of aggregation feasible with the data used; (4) a grand mean 
for the total sample (5,617 females) was calculated for ideal and desired 
family size; (5) county means were then calculated for ideal and desired 
family size using all the respondents sampled within the county; and 
(6) dichotomous categories of high and low, which represented the group 
orientations of the county, were established by using the grand mean as 
a cutting point for ideal and desired family size. If the county mean was 
higher than the total sample mean for ideal family size, then the county 
was classified in the high ideal family size group orientation; the con­
verse was also true. The illustration on page 40 shows the normative 
groups and their nominal categories. 
The total number of counties (144) from the sample were placed in 
the appropriate nominal group orientation categories for ideal family size 
and all 144 counties were placed into the high and low group orientation 
categories for desired family size. Once the counties were classified 
into the proper group orientations, then the appropriate respondents (i.e., 
those females who had completed their family size) within the dichotomous 
group orientations were placed in high and low normative groups, based 
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upon whether their individual attitude toward ideal and desired family 
size was higher or lower than the grand mean for ideal and desired family 
size. The result of these procedures was the creation of the eight norm­
ative groups defined in the section "Hypotheses" of Chapter II. Next, 
the means were calculated for intended and completed family size for the 
eight normative groups. 
In order to determine if there is evidence suggesting that a struc­
tural effect exists between group structure and the fertility attitudes 
and behavior of group members, certain procedures will be followed: 
(1) observe if there is a difference between the means for intended and 
completed family size for individuals in the overall high ideal and 
desired family size group orientations (i.e., placing the individuals of 
groups 1 and 2 together and placing the individuals of groups 5 and 6 
together, respectively) and the overall low ideal and desired family size 
group orientations (i.e., placing the individuals of groups 3 and 4 
together and placing the individuals of groups 7 and 8 together, respec­
tively); (2) observe if there is a difference between the means for 
intended and completed family size for individuals in the overall high 
ideal and desired family size individual orientations (i.e., placing the 
individuals of groups 1 and 3 together and placing the individuals of 
groups 5 and 7 together, respectively) and the overall low ideal and 
desired family size individual orientations (i.e., placing the individuals 
of groups 2 and 4 together and placing individuals of groups 6 and 8 
together, respectively); (3) observe if there is a difference between the 
means of intended and completed family size for certain ideal family size 
normative group comparisons (i.e., group 1 vs. group 3 and group 2 vs. 
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group 4); and (4) observe if there is a difference between the means of 
intended and completed family size for certain desired family size norma­
tive group comparisons (i.e., group 5 vs. group 7 and group 6 vs. group 8). 
The above four tests will be examined simultaneously in order to determine 
if there is evidence suggesting that a structural effect exists between 
group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members. 
If the findings of the above investigation indicate that there are signif­
icant mean differences found for Intended and/or completed family size be­
tween the overall high and low group orientations and/or between any of the 
specific ideal or desired family size normative group comparisons (Figure 
1), then there is evidence suggesting that a structural effect is present. 
However, if there are also significant mean differences found for intended 
and/or completed family size between the overall high and low individual 
orientations, then there is evidence suggesting that there are aggregated 
individual effects present, and it will be necessary to conduct a further 
investigation of the data before any conclusions can be drawn. This fur­
ther examination of the data will include comparing the correlation ratios 
(eta-squared) for each effect to observe which one has the highest level 
of association. Once this point is decided, then it will be possible to 
determine the relative contribution of the group orientation toward ideal 
or desired family size (i.e., the structural effect) and the Individual 
orientation toward ideal or desired family size (i.e., the aggregated 
individual effects) on the mean differences of intended and completed fam­
ily size between the ideal and desired family size normative groups. If 
this additional investigation indicates that individual orientation toward 
ideal or desired family size has a relatively larger contribution than the 
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Figure 1. An illustration of how this research will utilize Blau's method of structural effects 
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group orientation toward ideal or desired family size, then there is evi­
dence suggesting that the structural effect present is spurious. 
Before the researcher conducts the further examination of the data 
just discussed, he will control for the socio-economic characteristics of 
education, race, residence, and religion, if there is evidence suggesting 
that a structural effect is present after the initial examination of the 
data. These socio-economic characteristics will be controlled for because 
previous demographic research has shown that there are differences in fer­
tility due to socio-economic phenomena. When examining the mean differ­
ences of intended and completed family size for certain normative group 
comparisons (e.g., group 1 vs. group 3), while controlling for the four 
individual socio-economic characteristics, it is logical to investigate 
the mean differences of intended and completed family size within the 
socio-economic nominal categories. That is, we must observe if there are 
mean differences between the nominal socio-economic categories within the 
normative groups (e.g., seeing if differences exist between the means of 
intended and completed family size for females of high and low education 
with a high ideal family size orientation living in a high ideal family 
size group). If there are significant mean differences for intended and 
completed family size between the nominal socio-economic characteristics 
within the normative groups, then there is evidences suggesting that the 
mean differences of intended and completed family size may be better 
explained by the individual socio-economic characteristics than the group 
orientation toward ideal or desired family size (i.e., the structural 
effect). However, it will be necessary to compare the relative contribu­
tion of the structural effect and individual socio-economic characteristics 
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through the use of correlation ratios before any conclusions can be drawn. 
Secondly, we must observe 1f there are mean differences between females 
with the same socio-economic characteristic across the normative groups 
(e.g., viewing if mean differences of intended and completed family size 
are present for high education females living in different normative 
groups). If there are significant mean differences for intended and com­
pleted family size between females with the same socio-economic character­
istic across the ideal or desired family size normative groups, then there 
is evidence suggesting that a structural effect is present. 
Finally, if there is evidence suggesting that a structural effect is 
present between the group structure and the individual fertility attitudes 
and behavior of group members after the initial examination of the data, 
then the individual attitudes toward ideal and desired family size (X) 
will be held constant while measuring the relationship between the group 
orientation toward ideal and desired family size (X^) and the dependent 
variables intended family size (Y^) and completed family size (Yg) through 
the use of partial correlations. This latter procedure will enable us to 
determine if an important "analytical structural effect" is present 
(Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964). If there is no analytical structural 
effect present, then there is evidence suggesting that the aggregated 
individual effects (i.e., individual orientation toward ideal or desired 
family size) have a relatively larger contribution to the mean differences 
of intended and completed family size between the various normative groups 
than the structural effect (i.e., the group orientation toward ideal or 
desired family size). 
46 
In summary, this researcher will first determine if a structural 
effect is present in the initial findings between the group structure and 
the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members by using four tests 
simultaneously. If the initial findings indicate that a structural effect 
is present, the following investigations will be conducted: (1) the indi­
vidual socio-economic characteristics of education, race, residence, and 
religion will be controlled for both within and across normative groups; 
(2) the researcher will attempt to determine if an analytical structural 
effect is present; and (3) correlation ratios (eta-squared) will be used 
to determine the relative contribution of the group orientation toward 
ideal and desired family size (i.e., the structural effect), the individ­
ual orientation toward ideal and desired family size (i.e., the aggregated 
individual effects), and the individual socio-economic characteristics 
(i.e., education, race, residence, and religion) on the mean differences 
of intended and completed family size of individual group members. 
The Method of Structural Effects 
Structural variables may be defined independent from individual vari­
ables for purposes of group or organizational theory. However, the fre­
quent reliance, in empirical studies, on measures based on the aggregated 
responses of individuals often leads to methodological fallacies. One 
type of fallacy was originally defined by W. S. Robinson (1950) and is 
commonly known as the ecological fallacy. An example of this fallacy 
follows: since educational standards are lower for the foreign born than 
for the native born, there should be a positive relation between foreign 
birth and illiteracy. In order to test this proposition, Robinson (1950) 
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looked at data for groups of Individuals in census areas. This data 
showed a negative correlation (-0.619) between the proportions of foreign 
born inhabitants and the proportions of illiterates (Robinson, 1950:354). 
Then he asks the question, does the group data negate the hypothesis? 
Robinson (1950) concludes negatively, because "if the analysis were based 
on individuals instead of groups, there might be no correlation at all, 
or even, a positive correlation between being foreign born and being 
illiterate" (Robinson, 1950:355). He emphasized this point by showing 
an actual rearrangement of the same census data but based on individuals 
and found that the percentage of illiterates were higher among the for­
eign born than among the native born (Robinson, 1950:354). 
One viable approach to alleviating this problem of the ecological 
fallacy is that proposed by Peter Blau (Riley, 1963:704; Tannenbaum and 
Bachman, 1964:585). He proposed a methodological technique which pro­
vides, in effect, an operational definition of structure (Blau, 1957:58-
69). This approach represents a significant contribution toward the solu­
tion of a very difficult problem of sociological analysis. 
Blau's strategy for determining structural effects may be summarized 
in three steps 
1) An empirical measure (X) is obtained that pertains to some 
characteristic of individual group members that has direct 
or indirect bearing upon the members' relations to each 
other. 
Hhe following section closely paraphrases Blau, 1957:63. 
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2) The scores for measure (X), which describes individuals, are 
combined into one index for each group, and this index no 
longer refers to any characteristic of individuals but to a 
characteristic of the group. The value of this index is 
presumed to vary across groups; we will define this variable 
as (X^). Thus any individual may now be characterized in 
terms of his own score along variable (X) and his group's 
score along variable (X-j) J 
3) To isolate a structural effect, the relationship between the 
group attribute (X-j) and some dependent variable (Y) is deter­
mined while the corresponding characteristic of individuals 
(X) is held constant. The structural effect thus refers to 
the effect'of (X-j) on (Y). An illustration of how this 
research will utilize Blau's method of structural effects is 
found in Figure 1. 
Problems and assumptions 
This method is illustrated by Blau through the hypothetical data in 
Table 1 in which five hundred persons are assumed to be arranged in fifty 
groups of about ten members each. The cells have been numbered for con­
venience from (1) to (4). Blau suggests that a structural effect is 
demonstrated by the differences in average performance scores between 
^Lazarsfeld and Menzel would define the (X,) variable in this usage 
as a "contextual property" of individuals, i.e., a property which stems 
from the individual's membership in a group (Lazarsfeld and Menzel, 1961: 
422-440). 
^The following discussion is taken mainly from Tannenbaum and Bach-
man, 1964:586-587. 
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the two columns in Table 1. "This finding would show that, even when the 
effect of the individual's discussion rate of his problems on his perform­
ance is eliminated, just to be in a group where communication flows freely 
improves performance—other things being equal" (Blau, 1957:64). This 
statement, however, is based on an assumption which must be questioned. 
The assumption of constancy within rows is asserted frequently by 
social researchers in relation to the type of analysis represented in 
Table 1. It can, however, lead to serious misinterpretations of data. 
It 1s important to recognize first of all that continuums underlie each 
of the axes in Table 1, even though dichotomous categories are employed. 
Individuals and groups are not simply "often" or "rarely" communicators, 
but are likely to differ along a broad continuum of frequency of discus­
sion. With this in mind, let us assume that all distributions within 
groups are normal, although almost any type of continuous distribution 
would lead to the same conclusion. The effects of this assumption can be 
Table 1.® Performance scores by rate and frequency of discussion 
(hypothetical example) 
Individuals who 
discuss their problems 
Groups most of whose members 
discuss their problems 
Rarely Often 
0.65 0.85 
Often (1) (2) 
0.40 0.70 
Rarely (4) (3) 
^Source: Adapted from Blau (1957:64). 
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seen In Figure 2. The points X^-X^ represent the average Individual 
scores of individuals in cells (1) to (4) of Table 1. There are some 
important facts that should be addressed from Figure 2. 
First, in comparing individuals in cell (1) of Table 1 with those in 
cell (2), we are comparing individuals who have relatively low (X^) 
discussion scores with those having higher discussion scores. We are 
not, in other words, holding the individual independent variable (X) 
strictly constant, and can not conclude that the difference between the 
two cells on the dependent variable (Y), actual discussion between group 
members about problems, represents the effects of social structure. 
The same problem applies to the comparison of the remaining two cells. 
Members Who Discuss Rarely Members Who Discuss Often 
Rare Discussion 
Group 
Often Discussion 
/ Group 
X X X X 4 3 
X, = Average discussion score for individuals high on frequency 
of discussion in low discussion group. 
Xg = Average for high discussion group individuals in high group. 
Xg = Average for low discussion group individuals in high group. 
X^ = Average for low discussion group Individuals in low group. 
Figure.2. Hypothetical frequency distribution of members within two 
groups on a scale of frequency with which members discuss 
problems 
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Second, the failure to hold (X) strictly constant within rows has 
its counterpart in the failure to hold (X-j) constant within columns when 
more than two groups are being analyzed. This unfortunate state of 
affairs develops by adding two normal frequency distributions, represent­
ing two additional groups, to the curves drawn in Figure 2. The pair of 
curves on the right would be labelled "high discussion groups." However, 
the one furthest to the right would contribute more members toward the 
computation of the mean in cell (2) than would the second group in that 
pair, while it would contribute fewer to the computation of the mean in 
cell (3) than would the second group. Therefore, we would be contaminat­
ing the individual level (within columns) comparison with group effects. 
The major problems of Blau's method stem from the assumptions that 
he makes in reference to holding the individual variables (X) constant 
within rows and the group variables (X^) constant within columns. It may 
be possible to reduce, if not overcome, these problems through a modifi­
cation of Blau's method*, but it will necessitate further research in the 
area in order to make this possible phenomenon a reality. 
Tannenbaum and Bachman (1964) state that the two major problems of 
Blau's method may not be equally important in all situations. For exam­
ple, a researcher who is interested primarily in determining the presence 
of a structure effect may not be especially interested in whether a spur­
ious individual level effect appears as a result of his failure to hold 
group characteristics strictly constant (Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964:589). 
However, the researcher will be seriously concerned as to whether the 
structural effect he Isolates is a spurious one caused by failure to hold 
individual characteristics constant (Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964:589). 
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Therefore, this research will concentrate on the second problem men­
tioned above, because it is attempting to determine if a structural effect 
is present between the group structure and the fertility attitudes and 
behavior of individual group members. The need for holding individual 
effects constant when comparing high ideal and desired family size groups 
(X-j) to low ideal and desired family size groups (X^), respectively, sug­
gests that individuals be matched more closely on the individual independ­
ent variable (X); it also should be noted that the matching achieved when 
(X) is dichotomized represents a very great improvement over the situation 
which would exist if no attempt whatever was made to match individuals 
according to (X) (Davis, Spaeth, and Huson, 1961:216). 
Application of Blau's method 
This dissertation will use Blau's method of structural effects to 
determine if there is a relationship between the group structure and indi­
vidual attitudes and behavior toward fertility. As pointed out previously, 
since we are attempting to determine if a structural effect exists and 
analyzing only two normative groups (high and low ideal family size; high 
and low desired family size) at a time, we will be less concerned that we 
hold the group characteristics constant (Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964; 
Davis, Spaeth, and Huson, 1961). However, the same is not true of holding 
individual characteristics constant. Consequently, we will first decide 
whether a structural effect is present by examining the mean differences 
of intended and completed family size through the use of four tests exam­
ined simultaneously: (1) the difference between the overall high and low 
ideal and desired family size group orientations (groups 1 and 2 vs. 
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groups 2 and 4, groups 5 and 6 vs. groups 7 and 8, respectively); (2) the 
differences between overall high and low ideal and desired family size 
individual orientations (groups 1 and 3 vs. groups 2 and 4, groups 5 and 7 
vs. groups 6 and 8, respectively); (3) the difference between certain 
ideal family size normative groups (group 1 vs. group 3, group 2 vs. 
group 4); and (4) the difference between certain desired family size norm­
ative groups (group 5 vs. group 7, group 6 vs. group 8). Then, if the 
initial findings suggest evidence that a structural effect is present 
between the group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of 
group members, the researcher will control on the socio-economic charac­
teristics of.education, race, residence, and religion when we observe the 
mean differences of Intended and completed family size within and across 
normative groups. Furthermore, if there is evidence that a structural 
effect is present after the initial examination of the findings, the 
researcher will attempt to determine if an analytical structural effect 
exists by controlling for the individual attitudes toward ideal and 
desired family size while measuring the association between the group 
orientation toward ideal and desired family size and intended and com­
pleted family size through the use of partial correlations. And, finally, 
this dissertation will determine the relative contribution of the struc­
tural effect, the aggregated individual effects, and the individual socio­
economic characteristics on the mean difference of intended and completed 
family size of group members through the use of correlation ratios. 
In summary, the application of Blau's method employed in this 
research adds the following points of consideration that were not dealt 
with in the original method: (1) this dissertation utilizes four tests 
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simultaneously in order to determine if there is evidence suggesting that 
there is a structural effect present; (2) socio-economic characteristics 
are used as control variables; (3) mean differences are examined within 
and across normative groups, while controlling for certain socio-economic 
characteristics, in order to receive an even higher level of information; 
(4) if a structural effect is present in the initial examination, then we 
will attempt to determine if an analytical structural effect exists; 
(5) this research will utilize both an attitude variable (intended family 
size) and a behavior variable (completed family size) as the dependent 
variables (Y^ and Yg, respectively) in the study; and (6) the researcher 
will attempt to determine the relative contribution of the structural 
effect, the aggregated individual effects, and the individual socio­
economic characteristics on the mean differences of intended and completed 
family size for group members. 
Operational Definitions of Concepts 
This section will operationalize the abstract concepts used in this 
research in order that the empirical hypotheses may be tested. 
The following operational definitions are based on the information 
obtained from the questions asked in the 1965 National Fertility Study, 
which interviewed 5,617 females. 
Ideal family size 
Ideal family size refers to the number of children the female 
respondent viewed as the preferred or ideal number of children for a 
single family in the United States. The Information for this concept was 
obtained from the following question; 
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Question 1: What do you think is the ideal number of children 
for the average American family? 
There were strong reservations, according to Ryder and Westoff, 
to use the same wording for this question as employed in many previous 
inquiries. They gave five reasons for their skepticism: (1) its answer 
can be interpreted as the respondent's opinion as to what she considers 
to be ideal for the average American family, or what the average American 
family considers ideal for itself; (2) the wording of the question prompts 
the following question: "Ideal for whom?" This question may be answered 
from the standpoint of the respondent, of the average American family, or 
even of the total population, since the population as a whole must face 
the consequences of the average American family's behavior; (3) the ques­
tion calls for a statistical judgment on the characteristics of the aver­
age American family, a judgment probably beyond the reach of most respond­
ents and dependent on the respondent's characteristics; (4) there is ambi­
guity about the scope of the term "Ideal." Does it mean the ideal com­
pleted family size considering the circumstances of the average family, 
or does it mean under ideal circumstances as well; and (5) there is a 
substantial risk with a question so worded that the respondent thinks she 
is being asked about the actual average number of children in an average 
American family (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:26). There are severe 
limitations with this concept; however, it does give us some measure of 
ideal family size. 
Desired family size 
Desired family size refers to the number of children the respondent 
wished or wanted to have before reaching her completed family size given 
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optimum conditions. 
This concept is a very important and crucial bit of information in 
any fertility analysis. The values for this variable were obtained with 
the following sequence: 
Question 6: How many children do you have? 
Those who answered "None" were asked: 
Question 10: If you could have exactly the number of children 
you want, what number would that be? 
All other respondents were asked: 
Question 7: Have you had all the children you want? 
Those who answered "No" to Question 7 were asked: 
Question 9: What number of children would you really want? 
Those who answered "Yes" to Question 7 were asked: 
Question 8: Would you just as soon have fewer? 
Those who answered "Yes" to Question 8 were asked Question 9 above. 
Those who answered "No" to Question 8 were asked Question 10 above. 
Ryder and Westoff mention that two facets of the questioning sequence 
deserves emphasis: (1) the number of children wanted is a response to 
Question 9 for some and to Question 10 for the others. The latter ques­
tion is a more hypothetical and idealized inquiry than the former; and 
(2) about one-half of all respondents answered Question 7 affirmatively 
(they did not want more children) and Question 8 negatively (they did not 
want fewer children) (l^der and Westoff, 1971:27). Instead of coding the 
respondents as wanting the number they had, they were asked Question 10. 
Ryder and Westoff hold that the women concerned were encouraged to make 
an idealized reconstruction of their reproductive experience in Question 
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10 when they, in effect, already answered the question about how many 
children they wanted (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:27). Almost 50 percent of 
the females gave responses to Question 10 which differed from the number 
they actually had. Therefore, the responses for some women have pulled 
away from the actual goal in the direction of a personal ideal. Conse­
quently, the operationalization of this concept has some limitations and 
difficulties, but it nevertheless is important to fertility analysis. 
Intended family size 
Intended family size refers to the number of children the respondent 
planned to bear during her childbearing years at the age she first con­
sidered it. 
This concept will be operationalized by the following two questions: 
Question 2: At what age did you first consider the number of 
children you intended to bear? 
Question 3: What was the number of children you intended to 
have at that age? 
The number of children Intended may be more a reflection of the state 
of the women's mind regarding prospective childbearing than a forecast of 
her future fertility (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:20). Nevertheless, the 
Intended family size is a useful concept for this research as well as 
other fertility studies. 
Completed family size 
Completed family size refers to the number of children the respondent 
has living either after she has passed her significant childbearing years 
or after her fecundity has been Impaired due to voluntary or involuntary 
reasons. Thus, completed family size represents "children ever born" 
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for those females 35 years of age or older. 
The three questions that were employed to get the values for com­
pleted family size are: 
Question 6: How many children do you have now? 
Question 34: Have you or your husband had an operation making 
it impossible to have another child? 
Question 203: What is the date of your birth? 
These questions were used to select those respondents who either had 
passed their significant years of childbearing (usually those females 35 
years or older) or those females who could not bear any additional off­
spring. 
The obtaining of this information is quite straightforward arid 
is one of the concepts with the least amount of difficulties and limi-
tati ons. 
Educati on 
The values for education were obtained from the following question: 
Question 163: What was the highest grade of school you completed? 
The data on education level will be grouped into two dichotomous cate­
gories: (1) low education which refers to all the grades that are less 
than 12 years; and (2) high education which refers to 12 years and over. 
The reason for selecting the eleventh year of school as the cutting point 
is because the mean years of school completed for the sample is 11.76 
years. In addition, the choosing of this cutting point aids in obtaining 
a more normal distribution than using 12 years as the cutting point. The 
use of these two categories minimizes a problem that could arise with the 
use of a more detailed classification. While in the abstract we might 
prefer the greatest possible detail, use of detail necessarily requires 
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that category means be based on smaller numbers of cases, increasing the 
effect of sampling fluctuations on measured relationships. This is par­
ticularly an issue here since the focus is on relationships within norma­
tive groups. Therefore, the nominal categories of high and low education 
will be used in this study. 
Race 
The racial information for this research was acquired from the 
following question: 
Question 87: What is your race? 
Data on the race of the respondent are classified into two nominal 
categories of white and Black, because all but 72 respondents of the 
3,321 females fall into one of these categories. The sample is predomi­
nately white females but there is a substantial number of Black females 
included. The National Fertility Study of 1965 was the first major fer­
tility survey in the United States to interview a large number of Black 
females for purposes of differential fertility. Consequently, this is 
one of the reasons that it is considered to be one of the best fertility 
surveys ever conducted for the United States. 
Residence 
The data for the residence information was obtained by asking the 
respondents the following question: 
Question 131: Where is your place of residence? 
Then the answers were coded into the following eight categories: 
1) Central city of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
2) Cities of 150,000 population or more. 
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3) Cities with a population of between 50,000 to 149,000 persons. 
4) Suburb of a Central City for a Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area. 
5) Suburb of other cities. 
6) City of 25,000 to 49,999 inhabitants. 
7) Rural nonfarm. 
8) Rural farm. 
Since the design of this research necessitates using dichotomous 
categories for the socio-economic characteristics, the commonly used nomi­
nal categories of urban and rural were employed. In relation to the above 
eight categories, the urban classification comprises the persons who were 
classified in categories (1) through (6) above; and the rural classifica­
tion is made up of the persons found in categories (7) and (8) above. 
Religion 
This dissertation will use the dichotomy of Catholic and non-Catholic 
when controlling for religion. The values for religion were obtained from 
the following question: 
Question 169: Are you Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, or what? 
If the respondent was not Protestant, Catholic, or Jewish, they were 
asked: 
Question 170: What religion or denomination are you? 
This concludes the section on operational definitions of concepts 
and we next will discuss the construction of county groups. 
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Construction of County Groups 
The group structure in this dissertation is represented by a cluster 
of counties (not necessarily contiguous). These counties represent units 
of aggregation that can identify a value for the prevailing societal 
social norm (i.e., ideal or desired family size). This value is identi­
fied by determining if the mean of individual responses toward ideal and 
desired family size within the unit of aggregation is higher or lower than 
the societal norm (i.e., the mean of individual responses toward ideal and 
desired family size for the total sample). Structural effects research 
holds that any unit of aggregation that has a demonstrable norm to charac­
terize it can be considered a normative group. Therefore, it appears that 
the county can be used to represent group structure because it is possible 
to identify the social norms of ideal and desired family size within the 
county. It is recognized that the use of smaller units of aggregation 
may be more suitable to investigate the influence of social norms on the 
fertility attitudes and behavior of group members, because there is more 
assurance that sufficient interaction exists between individuals to judge 
and approve or disapprove the attitudes and behavior of group members. 
However, previous structural effects studies have not specified the units 
of aggregation that can be used for this type of analysis. Thereby, they 
seem to assume: (1) that any unit of aggregation can be described in 
terms of the prevailing social norms; (2) that any unit of aggregation 
that can identify a social norm has within it a sufficient amount of 
interaction between individuals in order that individual behavior can be 
judged and approved or disapproved; and (3) that any unit of aggregation 
that has a demonstrable norm to characterize it can be considered a 
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normative group. These may be gross assumptions, but the previous struc­
tural effects studies have used these assumptions to select units of 
aggregation for their studies (e.g., truck farming communities and large 
cities; Flinn (1970) and Bultena (1974), respectively) without commenting 
on the limitations of these presuppositions. The major limitations seem 
to be: (1) that normative groups (units of aggregation with a demonstra­
ble norm) defined by structural effects research need to more closely fit 
the conventional definition of group; (2) that normative groups are 
usually described by a number of characteristics (e.g., age, sex, educa­
tion, race, etc.) and not just the prevailing social norm for a particular 
behavior; and (3) that individuals within some units of aggregation (e.g., 
large cities, large communities, etc.) may have no or only a little inter­
action with other individuals in the same unit of aggregation. It appears 
permissible to use county as the unit of aggregation to represent the 
group structure because of the following reasons: (1) the Demographic 
Regulation Theory states that the social norms of ideal and desired 
family size exist in the society at large, society at large includes all 
units of aggregation, therefore the social norms of ideal and desired 
family size are present in all units of aggregation (e.g., county); 
(2) the social norms of ideal and desired family size have a value that 
can be identified within the county; consequently, the county can be con­
sidered a normative group according to structural effects research. 
Nevertheless, the assumptions and limitations of using county, which was 
the smallest unit of aggregation possible with the data used, are recog­
nized and will be considered when the findings of the research are dis­
cussed. 
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The counties used in this study were selected from all the counties 
in the coterminous United States on an area probability basis. The sample 
Is a representative cross-section collectivity which Includes 144 county 
classifications. For the most part each county classification represents 
a single county. However, there are some which represent individuals from 
multiple counties. Concomitantly, the following counties represent more 
than one county classification because of their size and population den­
sity: (1) Boone County of Missouri; (2) Los Angeles County of California; 
and (3) Wayne County of Michigan. 
The following listing renders this information: (1) the name of 
each county and state; (2) the appropriate ideal and desired family size 
group for each county classification; (3) the county classification means 
for ideal and desired family size; (4) the grand mean of the entire sample 
for ideal and desired family size; and (5) the number of female respond­
ents sampled from the county classification. 
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County Grand 
desired desired 
State and county 
ALABAMA 
1) Morgan 
2) Talladega 
ARIZONA 
3) Maricopa 
County Grand 
Ideal Desired ideal ideal 
family family family family family family 
size size size size size size 
group group mean mean mean 
low 
low 
low 
low 
low 
high 
3.64 
4.46 
4.62 
4.62 
4.43 4.62 
2.71 
3.76 
4.14 
COLORADO 
15) Denver 
CONNECTICUT 
16) New Haven 
17) New London 
DELAWARE 
18) New Castle 
19) Sussex 
low 
high 
high 
low 
FLORIDA 
20) Broward 
21) Franklin, Gulf, 
Liberty, Calhoun, 
low 
low 
high 
high 
low 
high 
3.46 
19.15 
5.56 
3.18 
3.03 
4.62 
4.62 
4.62 
4.62 
3.56 
7.70 
4.30 
3.25 
4.62 5.90 
mean 
4.08 
4.08 
4.08 
4.08 
4.08 
4.08 
14 
27 
4.08 57 
CALIFORNIA 
4) Los Angeles low low 3.00 4.62 3.15 4.08 20 
5) Los Angeles high low 5.96 4.62 3.80 4.08 30 
6) Los Angeles low low 2.86 4.62 3.54 4.08 14 
7) Los Angeles low low 3.03 4.62 3.37 4.08 30 
8) Los Angeles low high 3.07 4.62 4.67 4.08 27 
9) San Bernardino low high 4.05 4.62 4.13 4.08 111 
10) San Diego high low 13.99 4.62 3.98 4.08 18 
11) San Francisco high low 8.21 4.62 4.00 4.08 42 
12) San Luis Obispo high high 7.60 4.62 4.22 4.08 23 
13) San Meteo low high 4.35 4.62 4.52 4.08 74 
14) Stanislaus low low 3.02 4.62 3.16 4.08 44 
high high 9.94 4.62 4.73 4.08 29 
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6 
43 
37 
4.08 37 
Wakulla low low 3.17 4.62 3.67 4.08 12 
22) Hillsborough high low 10.11 4.62 3.02 4.08 43 
23) Manatee low low 4.00 4.62 3.00 4.08 10 
24) Nassau, Clay, 
Bradford low low 2.71 4.62 3.15 4.08 31 
25) Pinellas high low 8.82 4.62 3.59 4.08 34 
26) Sarasota low low 4.00 4.62 3.00 4.08 1 
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County Grand County Grand 
Ideal Desired ideal ideal desired desired 
family family family family family family 
size size size size size size 
State and county group group mean mean mean mean N 
GEORGIA 
27) Dekalb low low 3.13 4.62 4.00 4.08 93 
28) Hall low low 3.16 4.62 3.86 4.08 37 
29) Laurens low high 2.92 4.62 5.52 4.08 36 
IDAHO 
30) Ada low high 3.24 4.62 4.68 4.08 37 
ILLINOIS 
31) Carroll, 
Jo Daviess low high 4.00 4.62 4.57 4.08 42 
32) Cook low low 3.29 4.62 3.95 4.08 35 
33) Du Page low high 3.41 4.62 4.95 4.08 44 
34) Jo Daviess high high 8.54 4.62 4.69 4.08 72 
35) Knox high high 5.43 4.62 4.27 4.08 44 
INDIANA 
36) Daviess low low 3.38 4.62 3.48 4.08 32 
37) Elkhart low low 3.41 4.62 3.24 4.08 28 
38) Grant low low 2.94 4.62 3.05 4.08 17 
39) Lake low high 3.30 4.62 4.24 4.08 79 
40) Marion high low 6.48 4.62 3.54 4.08 28 
IOWA 
41) Henry, 
Washington low low 3.50 4.62 3.48 4.08 26 
42) Page, 
Montgomery low low 3.25 4.62 3.89 4.08 24 
KANSAS 
43) Gove, Ness, 
Graham, Trego, 
Sheridan, Lane low high 3.17 4.62 4.59 4.08 17 
44) Sedgwick low low 3.36 4.62 3.51 4.08 72 
KENTUCKY 
45) Madison low low 3.40 4.62 3.98 4.08 25 
46) Morgan, Magoffin $ 
Powell, Wolfe high low 10.87 4.62 3.37 4.08 41 
LOUISIANA 
47) Evangeline high low 4.67 4.62 3.83 4.08 12 
48) Natchitoches high high 4.67 4.62 4.57 4.08 54 
49) Orleans low high 4.33 4.62 4.60 4.08 9 
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State and county 
MAINE 
50) Cumberland 
MARYLAND 
51) Baltimore 
52) Montgomery 
Ideal Desired 
family family 
size size 
group group 
low high 
low low 
low low 
County Grand 
ideal ideal 
family family 
size size 
mean mean 
3.08 4.62 
3.06 4.62 
3.95 4.62 
County Grand 
desired desired 
family family 
size size 
mean mean N 
4.22 4.08 32 
3.58 4.08 68 
3.19 4.08 111 
MASSACHUSETTS 
53) Middlesex 
54) Plymouth 
MICHIGAN 
55) Ionia 
56) Kalamazoo 
57) Menomiee, Delta 
58) Oakland 
59) Wayne 
60) Wayne 
MINNESOTA 
61) Nicollet, 
Sibley 
62) Norman, Polk, 
Wilkin 
63) St. Louis 
MISSISSIPPI 
64) Coahoma 
65) Hinds, Rankin 
66) Pike 
MISSOURI 
67) Boone 
68) Boone 
69) Clay 
70) St. Louis 
71) Webster 
72) Wright 
MONTANA 
73) Prairie, Rich­
land, Dawson, 
Roosevelt, 
Sheridan low low 3.20 4.62 3.71 4.08 15 
low high 3.52 4.62 4.51 4.08 46 
high high 9.28 4.62 4.83 4.08 31 
low low 3.33 4.62 3.81 4.08 18 
high low 5.29 4.62 3.50 4.08 48 
low high 3.68 4.62 6.12 4.08 22 
low low 4.24 4.62 4.01 4.08 98 
low high 3.48 4.62 5.12 4.08 44 
high high 5.61 4.62 5.31 4.08 79 
low high 3.64 4.62 4.20 4.08 14 
low high 3.46 4.62 7.38 4.08 25 
low high 3.64 4.62 4.97 4.08 46 
low low 4.36 4.62 3.63 4.08 40 
low low 3.48 4.62 2.97 4.08 64 
low low 4.16 4.62 3.92 4.08 73 
low low 3.65 4.62 3.85 4.08 16 
low low 3.00 4.62 3.82 4.08 21 
low low 3.30 4.62 2.98 4.08 53 
high high 4.87 4.62 5.36 4.08 55 
high low 10.57 4.62 3.27 4.08 13 
low high 3.27 4.62 5.17 4.08 15 
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County Grand County Grand 
Ideal Desired ideal ideal desired desired 
family family family family family family 
size size size size size size 
State and county group group mean mean mean mean _N 
NEBRASKA 
74) Cass, Saunders low high 3.37 4.62 5.74 4.08 15 
NEW JERSEY 
75) Bergen low high 3.13 4.62 4.47 4.08 24 
76) Hudson low high 3.54 4.62 4.59 4.08 26 
77) Middlesex low low 3.38 4.62 4.08 4.08 52 
78) Passaic high high 5.10 4.62 4.33 4.08 51 
NEW MEXICO 
79) Chaves low high 3.59 4.62 4.44 4.08 17 
80) Santa Fe low low 4.20 4.62 3.67 4.08 15 
NEW YORK 
81) Allegany low high 3.57 4.62 5.29 3.08 23 
82) Bronx low low 2.78 4.62 3.13 4.08 41 
83) Kings high low 4,65 4.62 3.57 4.08 75 
84) Monroe low high 3.21 4.62 4.93 4.08 41 
85) Nassau low low 3.13 4.62 3.66 4.08 56 
86) New York high high 10.45 4.62 4.68 4.08 13 
87) Orange low high 3.07 4.62 4.78 4.08 14 
88) Oswego low low 3.33 4.62 3.61 4.08 52 
89) Queens low low 3.02 4.62 3.58 4.08 50 
90] Richmond low low 3.18 4.62 3.37 4.08 51 
91) Wayne high high 5.83 4.62 4.31 4.08 35 
NORTH CAROLINA 
92) Clay, Cherokee, 
Graham, Swain low high 3.35 4.62 4.61 4.08 17 
93) Columbus, 
Blanden low low 4.19 4.62 3.96 4.08 16 
94) Gaston low high 3.20 4.62 4.10 4.08 35 
95) Lee high low 6.91 4.62 3.80 4.08 30 
OHIO 
96) Clinton low high 3.21 4.62 4.63 4.08 39 
97) Franklin low low 3.47 4.62 3.64 4.08 43 
98) Greene low high 3.08 4.62 4.62 4.08 74 
99) Huron high high 8.77 4.62 4.72 4.08 18 
100) Noble, Monroe, 
Morgan low high 3.08 4.62 5.15 4.08 13 
101) Sumit low high 3.33 4.62 4.82 4.08 62 
102) Stark low low 3.37 4.62 2.97 4.08 49 
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County Grand County Grand 
Ideal Desired ideal ideal desired desired 
family family family family family family 
size size size size size size 
State and county group group mean mean mean mean N 
OKLAHOMA 
103) Adair, Cherokee, 
Delaware low low 4.07 4.62 3.52 4.08 40 
104) Stephens low high 3.27 4.62 5.54 4.08 24 
OREGON 
105) Lane low high 3.01 4.62 4.37 4.08 70 
PENNSYLVANIA 
106) Blair high low 7.60 4.62 3.53 4.08 45 
107) Clearfield low high 3.73 4.62 5.08 4.08 13 
108) Cumberland low low 2.89 4.62 3.84 4.08 27 
109) Delaware high high 5.31 4.62 4.26 4.08 92 
110) Mercer low high 3.06 4.62 4.54 4.08 17 
111) Perry low low 3.00 4.62 2.75 4.08 6 
112) Philadelphia low high 3.12 4.62 4.46 4.08 41 
113) Washington low high 3.22 4.62 4.33 4.08 72 
114) Venango low low 3.29 4.62 3.86 4.08 17 
RHODE ISLAND 
115) Providence high high 6.46 4.62 4.79 4.08 61 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
116) Sumter high low 11.48 4.62 3.58 4.08 51 
117) Williamsburg high low 5.56 4.62 3.95 4.08 36 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
118) Pennington low low 3.08 4.62 3.65 4.08 48 
119) Roberts, Grant, 
Deuel low low 3.86 4.62 2.71 4.08 22 
TENNESSEE 
120) Coffee low low 3.38 4.62 3.44 4.08 29 
121) Franklin low low 4.00 4.62 3.16 4.08 139 
122) Roane high high 9.48 4.62 7.04 4.08 47 
123) Shelby high low 6.47 4.62 3.56 4.08 75 
TEXAS 
124) Angelina low low 3.53 4.62 3.09 4.08 49 
125) Collin high low 5.55 4.62 4.05 4.08 40 
126) Dallas low high 3.40 4.62 4.20 4.08 42 
127) Grayson low low 3.54 4.62 3.01 4.08 24 
128) Harris high low 7.74 4.62 3.71 4.08 63 
129) Hidalgo high high 8.82 4.62 5.43 4.08 23 
69 
Ideal 
family 
size 
State and county group 
TEXAS (cont'd) 
130) Nolan, Fisher low 
131) Potter low 
UTAH 
132) Weber low 
VERMONT 
133) Bennington high 
134) Washington low 
VIRGINIA 
135) Roanoke high 
136) Sussex, South­
ampton, Greens­
ville low 
WASHINGTON 
137) Garfield, Asotin, 
Columbia low 
138) Kings low 
139) Yakima high 
WEST VIRGINIA 
140) Grant, Tucker, 
Harom, Pendleton low 
141) Summers, Green­
brier, Monroe high 
WISCONSIN 
142) Ashland, Sawyer low 
143) Langlade, Forest, 
Florence low 
144) Milwaukee, 
Washington low 
Desired 
family 
size 
group 
County 
ideal 
family 
size 
mean 
Grand 
ideal 
family 
size 
mean 
County 
desired 
family 
size 
mean 
Grand 
desired 
family 
size 
mean JL 
low 3.40 4.62 4.03 4.08 30 
low 3.07 4.62 3.88 4.08 71 
high 3.87 4.62 4.72 4.08 52 
high 21.45 4.62 5.14 4.08 16 
low 3.25 4.62 3.75 4.08 42 
high 5.98 4.62 4.24 4.08 104 
low 4.02 4.62 3.27 4.08 54 
low 3.50 4.62 3.34 4.08 14 
low 2.92 4.62 3.00 4.08 24 
high 12.02 4.62 5.15 4.08 34 
low 3.94 4.62 2.94 4.08 34 
high 8.04 4.62 5.30 4.08 22 
high 3.50 4.62 4.47 4.08 16 
high 4.07 4.62 5.00 4.08 20 
high 3.70 4.62 7.50 4.08 10 
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Statistical Procedures 
Three general statistical procedures will be used in the analysis 
presented in Chapter IV, "Findings and Discussion," of this dissertation. 
The difference of means test will be used to view the mean differences of 
intended and completed family size for specific normative groups. One-way 
analysis of variance will be employed to observe certain overall differ­
ences in the means of intended and completed family size for normative 
groups. All t-values and F ratios less than the .05 level of significance 
will be considered significant and those greater than this level will be 
evaluated as insignificant. Partial correlations will be utilized to 
determine if an analytical structural effect is present, if a structural 
effect is found to exist after the initial examination. Both the posi­
tive and negative correlations will be evaluated as follows: 
.000 through .299 = weak association 
.300 through .499 = moderate association 
.500 through .749 = strong association 
.750 through 1.00 = very strong association 
The major sources used to discuss the three statistical procedures 
are: Blalock (1972), Huntsberg and Billingsley (1973), Ingram (1974), 
and Snedecor and Cochran (1967). Procedures applied to the data are 
based upon Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) programs 
(Nie, Bent, and Hull, 1970). 
Difference of means test 
In order to extend the single-sample means test to a test in which a 
comparison can be made between the means of two samples, it is necessary 
to make use of the central limit theorem. An important derived theorem 
can be stated as follows: If independent random samples of sizes N-j and 
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2 Ng» respectively, are drawn from populations that are Nor (y-j, a-^) and 
Nor (wg, Gg), respectively, then the sampling distribution of the differ­
ence between the two sample means and %g) will be Nor - Hg, 
2 2 
o^/N] + Og/Ng). As was true in the case of single samples, this theorem 
can be generalized in the case of large samples to cover any populations 
2 2 
with means of y-j and wg and variances and Og, respectively. As N^ and 
Ng become large, the sampling distribution of and Yg approaches normal­
ity as before. 
Reference is made to independent random samples. This means that 
there must be independence within each sample (assured by the randomness) 
and between samples. This requirement that samples be independent of 
each other is extremely important and might be overlooked in applied 
research, particularly when one is dealing with a cluster sample. In 
this research the overall sample is strictly random, and since we are com­
paring two subsamples (i.e., group 1 vs group 3) selected from a single 
larger sample (National Fertility Study 1965); this assumption of inde­
pendence between samples will automatically be met since all cases in the 
total sample will have been selected independently of each other. 
This statistical procedure assumes the following: (1) normality; 
(2) Independent random samples; (3) equal population standard deviations; 
and (4) the null hypothesis of interest in this investigation will be that 
population means are equal. 
Computing the test statistic 
The t-value is computed by taking the difference between the obtained 
sample value and the mean of the sampling distribution and then dividing 
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by an estimate of the standard error of the sampling distribution. Since 
the concern of this study is with the difference of sample means (i.e., 
Xl and Xg) and the mean of the sampling distribution is we calcu­
late the t-value as follows: 
^ (X-j - Xg) - (y-j - Pg) 
where 5-» v is an estimate of the standard error of the difference Xl -Xg 
between sample means. Since under the null nypothesis it has been assumed 
that = yg, the expression for t in this special case reduces to: 
Oneway analysis of variance 
This statistical procedure is used to test the significant difference 
between two or more means. Allen Edwards states: 
. . . so with the analysis of variance; its one claim to atten­
tion lies in its convenience. It is convenient in two ways: 
(1) it brings to the eyes and to the mind a summary of a mass 
of statistical data in which the logical content of the whole 
is readily appreciated. Probably everyone who has used it has 
found that comparisons which they have not previously thought 
of may obtrude themselves, because there they are, necessary 
items in the analysis; (2) apart from aiding the logical proc­
ess, it is convenient in facilitating and reducing to a common 
form all the tests of significance which we may want to apply 
(Edwards, 1960:10). 
The assumptions for analysis of variance are basically the same as 
required for the difference of means test, but the test itself is very 
different. We shall assume normality, independent random samples, equal 
population standard deviations, and the null hypothesis will be that 
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population means are equal. The test itself, however, involves working 
directly with variances rather than means and standard error. 
The test used in analysis of variance involves a comparison of the 
two separate estimates of the population variance. Instead of taking the 
difference between the two estimates, however, we take the ratio of the 
second to the first. If the null hypothesis is correct, then both esti­
mates will be unbiased, and the ratio should be approximately unity. 
If the population means actually differ, however, the second estimate will 
ordinarily be larger than the first and the ratio greater than unity. 
Since sampling fluctuations are always a factor, we have to determine 
how large a ratio we are willing to tolerate before we become suspicious 
of the null hypothesis. Fortunately, the ratio of the two estimates F has 
a known sampling distribution, provided the two estimates of variance are 
actually independent of each other, and therefore a fairly simple test 
can be made. 
Computing the F ratio 
The ratio of sums of squares over degrees of freedom is called a 
2 mean square. Hence we have an among mean square, s^, and a within mean 
2 square, Sg. 
The additive relation, total sums of squares = among sums of 
squares + within sums of squares, is commonly exploited by directly com­
puting total s.s. and among s.s. from the observations. Within s.s. then 
becomes the difference. 
The F ratio is based on the separation or partition of total sum of 
squares into two parts. Consequently, the F ratio calculation for tests 
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on the equality of means is: 
^2 
Partial correlation 
This statistical procedure is appropriately employed when the 
research desires to obtain the correlation between two variables while 
holding the third variable constant. The assumptions for this procedure 
are the same as those made for multivariate regression because the corre­
lation coefficient is closely related to the bivariate normal distribu­
tion; and, therefore, when two or more variables are examined, this dis­
tribution is simply an extension of the multivariate normal distribution. 
The specific assumptions are: (1) for each selected X there is a normal 
distribution of Y from which the sample value of Y is drawn at random; 
(2) the population is normally distributed; and (3) the standard deviation 
of X and Y are the same. 
In order to measure the correlation between two variables and to 
assure that the third variable is held constant, the following formula 
is used: 
r - ^12 -^13^23 
^12.3 " J g ^ 
Correlation ratio (eta-squared) 
Eta is a measure of association used when the independent variable 
is nominal level and the dependent variable is interval or ratio level. 
It is basically an indication of how dissimilar the means on the dependent 
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variable are within the categories of the Independent variable. When the 
means are identical, eta is zero. If the means are very different and the 
variances within the categories of the independent variable are small, eta 
increases toward its maximum value of one. 
When eta is squared, it represents an interpretation of the pro­
portion of variance in the dependent variable explained (or accounted for) 
by the independent variable. Eta-squared is often referred to as the 
correlation ratio and is computed as follows: 
Eta-squared=^ :: ::::: 
The correlation ratio (eta-squared) will be used in this research to 
determine whether the normative group orientation (structural effect), the 
individual orientation (aggregated individual effect), or the individual 
socio-economic characteristics contributes most to the explained variance 
in intended and completed family size between ideal and desired family 
size normative group comparisons. 
Interpretation of Initial Findings 
This section is offered in order to explain how the researcher will 
determine if there is a structural effect between group structure and 
the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members. This task will 
be achieved by using four tests simultaneously; (1) observe if there is 
a difference between the means for intended and completed family size for 
individuals in the overall high and low ideal and desired family size 
group orientations (i.e., groups 1 and 2 vs. groups 3 and 4; groups 5 and 
6 vs. groups 7 and 8, respectively); (2) observe if there is a difference 
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between the means for intended and completed family for individuals in 
the overall high and low ideal and desired family size individual orien­
tations (i.e., groups 1 and 3 vs. groups 2 and 4; groups 5 and 7 vs. 
groups 6 and 8, respectively); (3) observe if there is a difference 
between the means for intended and completed family size for certain ideal 
family size normative group comparisons (i.e., group 1 vs. group 3 and 
group 2 vs. group 4); and (4) observe if there is a difference between the 
means for intended and completed family size for certain desired family 
size normative group comparisons (i.e., group 5 vs. group 7 and group 6 
vs. group 8). 
The following tables are offered to summarize how the initial find­
ings will be interpreted. The tables depict the possible combinations 
of having and not having evidence suggesting that a structural effect is 
present. The mean differences of intended and completed family size 
between the overall high and low group and individual orientations will 
be evaluated by F ratios found in Appendix D (Tables D1, D2, D3, and D4, 
respectively), the mean differences of intended and completed family size 
between the specific normative group comparisons will be evaluated by 
t-tests found in Appendix C (Parts I to IV). All test values less than 
the .05 level of significance will be considered significant. 
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Table 2. List of combinations, using the four tests simultaneously, that 
would render evidence suggesting there was a structural effect 
between the ideal family size group structure and the intended 
or completed family size of group members 
Four tests Possible combinations* 
(group comparisons) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
ideal family size group 
orientations (groups 
1 and 2 vs. groups 
3 and 4) 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
ideal family size indi­
vidual orientations 
(groups 1 and 3 vs. 
groups 2 and 4) 
Specific A (group 1 
vs. group 3) 
Specific B (group 2 
vs. group 4) 
S S S NS NS NS 
S S S NS NS NS 
S NS S S NS S 
S S NS S S NS 
S S S NS NS NS 
NS NS NS S S S 
S NS S S NS S 
S S NS S S NS 
S = significant mean differences for intended or completed family 
size. NS = insignificant mean differences for intended or completed 
family size. 
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Table 3. List of combinations, using four tests simultaneously, that 
would render evidence suggesting there was a structural effect 
between the desired family size group structure and the 
intended or completed family size of group members 
Four tests Possible combinations^ 
(group comparisons) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
desired family size group 
orientations (groups 
5 and 6 vs. groups 
7 and 8) S S S NS NS NS S S S NS NS NS 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
desired family size 
individual orientations 
(groups 5 and 7 vs. 
groups 6 and 8) 
Specific C (group 5 
vs. group 7) 
Specific D (group 6 
vs. group 8) 
S S S 
S NS S S NS S 
S S NS S S NS 
S S S 
S NS S S NS S 
S S NS S S NS 
NS NS NS NS NS NS 
S = significant mean differences for intended or completed family 
size. NS = insignificant mean differences for intended or completed 
family size. 
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Table 4. List of combinations, using the four tests simultaneously, that 
would not render evidence suggesting there was a structural 
effect between the ideal family size group structure and the 
intended or completed family size of group members 
Four tests Possible combinations* 
(group comparisons) 1 2 3 4 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
ideal family size group 
orientations (groups 1 
and 2 vs. groups 3 and 4) NS NS S S 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
ideal family size indi­
vidual orientations 
(groups 1 and 3 vs. 
groups 2 and 4) NS S NS S 
Specific A (group 1 
vs. group 3) NS NS NS NS 
Specific B (group 2 
vs. group 4) NS NS NS NS 
S = significant mean differences for intended or completed family 
size. NS = insignificant mean differences for intended or completed 
family size. 
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Table 5. List of combinations, using the four tests simultaneously, that 
would not render evidence suggesting there was a structural 
effect between the desired family size group structure and the 
intended or completed family size of group members 
Four tests 
(group comparisons) 
Possible combinations® 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
desired family size group 
orientations (groups 5 
and 6 vs. groups 7 and 8) NS NS S S 
Difference between the 
overall high and low 
desired family size indi­
vidual orientations 
(groups 5 and 7 vs. 
groups 6 and 8) NS S NS S 
Specific C (group 5 vs. 
group 7) NS NS NS NS 
Specific D (group 6 vs. 
group 8) NS NS NS NS 
S = significant mean differences for intended or completed family 
size. NS = insignificant mean differences for intended or completed 
family size. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The objective of this chapter is to empirically evaluate and discuss 
the relationships of group structure to the individual fertility attitude 
and behavior of group members developed in Chapter II, Theory and Hypoth­
eses. To achieve this objective the chapter will be organized into five 
subsections focusing on: (1) the initial findings; (2) control variables; 
(3) correlation ratios (eta-squared); (4) the conclusions about the gen­
eral and empirical hypotheses; and (5) means of improving the research. 
Initial Findings 
The information from Tables 6 and 7 indicate that there is no evi­
dence suggesting that a structural effect was present between the ideal 
family size group structure and the intended and completed family size 
of group members (Chapter III, Table 4, Combination 2). 
Table 6. High and low ideal family size group and individual orientations, 
specific normative group comparisons, and intended family size 
Intended family size 
Ideal family size comparisons Test value Level of significance 
Overall high and low 
group orientations 
(groups 1 and 2 vs. groups 3 and 4) 
Overall high and low 
individual orientations 
(groups 1 and 3 vs. groups 2 and 4) 
Specific A (group 1 vs. 3) 
Specific B (group 2 vs. 4) 
0.104 Insignificant 
112.200 Significant 
0.096 Insignificant 
-1.131 Insignificant 
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Tablé 7. High and low ideal family size group and individual orientations, 
specific normative group comparisons, and completed family size 
Completed family size 
Ideal family size comparisons Test value Level of significance 
Overall high and low 
group orientations 
(groups 1 and 2 vs. groups 3 and 4) 
Overall high and low 
individual orientations 
(groups 1 and 3 vs. groups 2 and 4) 
Specific A (group 1 vs. group 3) 
Specific B (group 2 vs. group 4) 
However, the findings of the above tables suggest that the mean dif­
ferences of intended and completed family size for group members may be 
best explained by the aggregated individual effects (individual orienta­
tion toward ideal family size), because the test value is highest between 
the overall high and low ideal family size individual orientations. 
The results from Tables 8 and 9 demonstrate that there is evidence 
suggesting that an inverse structural effect is present between the 
desired family size group structure and the intended and completed family 
size of group members (Chapter III, Table 3, Combination 11). That is, 
individuals with a low desired family size orientation located in a norm­
ative group that has a high desired family size orientation (group 6) have 
a smaller intended and completed family size than individuals with a low 
desired family size orientation located in a normative group that has a 
low desired family size orientation (group 8). This finding is similar to 
the result reported by Blau (1960). That is, Blau found that caseworkers 
placed in groups where the existing norm was to have a positive attitude 
toward clients tended to decrease their involvement with work and demon­
strated an unwillingness to delegate responsibility to clients; on the 
0.162 Insignificant 
307.239 Significant 
-0.065 Insignificant 
-0.804 Insignificant 
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Table S. High and low desired family size group and individual orienta­
tions, specific normative group comparisons, and intended 
family size 
Desired family size comparisons 
Intended family size 
Test value Level of significance 
Overall high and low 
group orientations 
(groups 5 and 6 vs. groups 7 and 8) 0.664 
Overall high and low 
individual orientations 
(groups 5 and 7 vs. groups 6 and 8) 35.988 
Specific C (group 5 vs. group 7) 0.084 
Specific D (group 6 vs. group 8) -3.686 
Insignificant 
Significant 
Insignificant 
Significant 
Table 9. High and low desired family size group and individual orienta­
tions, specific normative group comparisons, and completed 
family size 
Completed family size 
Desired family size comparisons Test value Level of significance 
Overall high and low 
group orientations 
(groups 5 and 6 vs. groups 7 and 8) 3.393 
Overall high and low 
individual orientations 
(groups 5 and 7 vs. groups 6 and 8) 53.275 
Specific C (group 5 vs. group 7) -0.298 
Specific D (group 6 vs. group 8) -3.507 
Insignificant 
Significant 
Insignificant 
Significant 
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other hand, workers in groups that did not have this norm present tended 
to show the opposite behavior (p. 18). Thus, there was evidence suggest­
ing that an inverse structural effect was present in Blau's study. This 
result represents the second type of structural effect in Blau's typology 
(p. 19). 
Nevertheless, the findings of Tables 8 and 9 also render evidence 
suggesting that the mean differences of intended and completed family size 
for group members may be best explained by the aggregated individual 
effects (individual orientation toward desired family size), because the 
test value is highest for the difference between the overall high and low 
desired family size individual orientations. 
In the majority of the specific normative group comparisons for both 
ideal and desired family size there was an insignificant negative t-value 
calculated; this finding can be a result of a weak inverse structural 
effect existing or to the small variation of individual responses concern­
ing their intended and completed family size within the high and low ideal 
and desired family size normative groups. Consequently, the following is 
offered to assist in answering the amount of variance (s ) that is present 
between individuals with the same orientation toward ideal and desired 
family size in regard to their intended and completed family size. The 
four individual orientation categories are comprised of those respondents 
that had attitudes toward ideal and desired family size that were higher 
or lower than the grand sample means (4.62 and 4.08, respectively). 
Within Group Variance 
Intended Completed 
Individual Orientation N Family Size Family Size 
High Ideal Family Size 1595 23.971 6.125 
Low Ideal Family Size 1667 8.644 2.766 
High Desired Family Size 1367 26.020 5.212 
Low Desired Family Size 1558 4.902 4.575 
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The above information demonstrates that the intended and completed 
family size between respondents with the same individual orientation 
toward ideal or desired family size have a relatively small amount of var­
iation. Therefore, the mean differences of intended and completed family 
size between the ideal and desired family size normative groups could be 
a result of the individual differences of group members and not to the 
influence of group structure (social norms). 
In summary, the initial examination of the findings gives evidence 
that suggests there is no structural effect present between the ideal 
family size group structure and the intended and completed family size 
of group members, but there is evidence suggesting that there is an 
inverse structural effect present between the desired family size group 
orientation and the intended and completed family size of group members. 
However, there is also evidence rendered from the initial findings that 
suggest there are aggregated individual effects present because the test 
values used to evaluate the mean differences of intended and completed 
family size are highest between the overall high and low ideal and desired 
family size individual orientations. In addition, there is evidence sug­
gesting that the mean differences of intended and completed family size 
between the ideal and desired family size normative groups could be a 
result of the individual differences of group members, because there is 
a relatively small amount of variation in intended and completed family 
size between respondents with the same individual orientation toward 
ideal and desired family size. Consequently, a further examination of 
the data (i.e., using control variables and comparing the amount of vari­
ance explained in intended and completed family size by the ideal and 
desired family size group orientations, the ideal and desired family 
size individual orientations, and certain individual socio-economic 
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characteristics) is necessary, because these procedures will enable the 
researcher to evaluate the relative contribution of the structural effect, 
the aggregated individual effects, and certain individual socio-economic 
characteristics (education, race, residence, and religion) on the mean 
differences of intended and completed family size between the ideal and 
desired family size normative groups. Therefore, these additional exami­
nations are necessary before any conclusions can be drawn concerning the 
general and empirical hypotheses. 
Control Variables 
Socio-economic characteristics 
This discussion will center around the comparison of the two desired 
family size normative groups (group 6 vs group 8), because it was only 
between these normative groups that the initial examination of the data 
demonstrated an inverse structural effect existing on the intended and 
completed family size of group members. Thus, the ideal family size norm­
ative group comparisons will not be discussed in this section because 
they were found to be statistically insignificant. However, they will be 
included in the discussion of correlation ratios (eta-squares) and when 
the conclusions are drawn concerning the general and empirical hypotheses, 
which are found in later sections of this chapter. 
Figure 3 is offered as a visual explanation of how the socio-economic 
characteristics were controlled for, while examining the structural effect 
between the high and low desired family size normative groups and the 
intended and completed family size of group members. 
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Figure 3. An illustration of how the socio-economic characteristics are used in the research design 
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The researcher first observed the mean differences of intended and 
completed family size between the nominal socio-economic categories 
within the normative groups. The following is a summary of that informa­
tion (Appendix C, Parts VII, VIII, XI, XII, XV, XVI, IXX, and XX). 
Socio-Economic 
Characteristic 
t-Values 
Education 
group A vs group B 
group C vs group D 
group E vs group F 
group G vs group H 
group I vs group J 
group K vs group L 
group M vs group N 
group 0 vs group P 
Race 
group A vs group B 
group C vs group D 
group E vs group F 
group 6 vs group H 
group I vs group J 
group K vs group L 
group M vs group N 
group 0 vs group P 
Residence 
group A vs group 6 
group C vs group D 
group E vs group F 
group G vs group H 
group I vs group J 
group K vs group L 
group M vs group N 
group 0 vs group P 
Religion 
group A vs group B 
group C vs group 0 
group E vs group F 
group G vs group H 
group I vs group J 
group K vs group L 
group M vs group N 
group 0 vs group P 
Intended Family Size Completed Family Size 
negative-insignificant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-significant 
negative-significant 
negative-insignificant 
negati ve-i nsigni fi cant 
negati ve-i nsi gn i fi cant 
negative-significant 
negative-insignificant 
pos i ti ve-insigni fi cant 
negative-significant 
negative-significant 
positive-insignificant 
positive-insignificant 
pos i ti ve-i ns ignificant 
negative-significant 
negative-significant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-significant 
negative-significant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-significant 
negative-significant 
negative-insignificant 
positive-insignificant 
negative-significant 
negative-significant 
positive-insignificant 
positive-insignificant 
pos i ti ve-i ns i gn i fi cant 
negati ve-s i gnificant 
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The positive t-values indicate that the low education individuals, Blacks, 
rural dwellers, and non-Catholics have a smaller intended or completed 
family size than high education individuals, whites, urban dwellers, and 
Catholics, respectively, within the same desired family size normative 
group. The negative t-values represent the converse. 
The above findings demonstrate that low education individuals. Blacks, 
rural dwellers, and Catholics tend to have a larger intended and completed 
family size than high education individuals, whites, urban dwellers, and 
non-Catholics, respectively. These findings are in agreement with previ­
ous studies dealing with fertility differentials and suggest that the 
individual socio-economic characteristics may better explain the mean dif­
ferences of intended and completed family size between the desired family 
size groups (group 6 vs group 8) than the desired family size group orien­
tation (structural effect), because there tended to be mean differences 
between the nominal socio-economic categories for intended and completed 
family size within the desired family size normative groups. 
By examining the t-values for intended family size (group C vs group 
G and group D vs group H) and completed family size (group K vs group 0 
and group L vs group P), it is possible to observe the mean differences 
of intended and completed family size for females with the same socio­
economic characteristic across the normative groups. The positive t-
values demonstrate that individuals with the same socio-economic charac­
teristic (i.e., high or low education, white or Black, urban or rural, 
and Catholic or non-Catholic) and the same high or low individual orien­
tation (i.e., individual orientation toward desired family size) living 
in a normative group that has a high desired family size group orientation 
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have a larger intended or completed family size than individuals with the 
same socio-economic characteristic and the same individual orientation 
toward desired family size living in a normative group that has a low 
desired family size group orientation. The negative t-values indicate 
that individuals with a certain socio-economic characteristic and the same 
individual orientation toward desired family size living in a normative 
group that has a high desired family size orientation have a smaller 
intended or completed family size than individuals with the same socio­
economic characteristic and the same individual orientation toward desired 
family size living in a normative group that has a low desired family size 
group orientation. The following is a summary of the information found in 
Appendix C (Parts VII, VIII, XI, XII, XV, XVI, IXX, and XX): 
Completed Family Size 
positive-insignificant 
negative-significant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-insignificant 
negati ve-si gnificant 
positive-insignificant 
negative-significant 
Socio-Economic 
Characteristic 
Education 
group C vs group G 
group D vs group H 
group K vs group 0 
group L vs group P 
Race 
group C vs group G 
group D vs group H 
group K vs group 0 
group L vs group P 
Residence 
group C vs group G 
group D vs group H 
group K vs group 0 
group L vs group P 
Religion 
group C vs group 6 
group D vs group H 
group K vs group 0 
group L vs group P 
t-Vali 
Intended Family Size 
positive-insignificant 
negative-significant 
positive-insignificant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-insignificant 
negative-significant 
positive-insignificant 
negative-significant 
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These findings demonstrate that there is no significant difference 
between the means of intended and completed family size for high education 
individuals, whites, urban dwellers, or Catholics with the same high or 
low desired family size individual orientation located in the high and 
low desired family size normative groups (group 6 vs group 8, respec­
tively). In contrast, persons of low education, rural dwellers, and non-
Catholics oriented toward low desired family size in the high desired 
family size normative group (group 6) have a smaller intended and com­
pleted family size than persons of the same socio-economic status oriented 
toward low desired family size in the low desired family size normative 
group (group 8). Furthermore, the majority (73.3 percent) of the above 
group comparisons had negative t-values for intended and completed family 
size. Consequently, these results suggest that an inverse structural 
effect may exist between the group structure and the fertility attitudes 
and behavior of group members. However, it is necessary to examine if an 
analytical structural effect Is present and the relative contribution of 
the aggregated individual effects before any conclusions can be drawn. 
If there is no analytical structural effect present, then there is evi­
dence suggesting that the individual attitudes toward desired family size 
(aggregated individual effects) are primarily responsible for the mean 
differences of intended and completed family size between the specific 
normative group comparisons (group 6 vs group 8). In order to determine 
which effect (structural or aggregated individual) has the greatest influ­
ence on the mean differences of intended and completed family size between 
the appropriate group comparisons, the research will use correlation 
ratios (eta-squared) to indicate the percentage of variance explained 
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In Intended and completed family size by the ideal and desired family size 
group orientations (structural effect) and the ideal and desired family 
size individual orientations (aggregated individual effects). In addition, 
the socio-economic characteristics will be included in the latter investi­
gation in order to determine the relative contribution they make in 
explaining the mean differences of intended and completed family size 
between the ideal and desired family size normative groups. 
Analytical structural effect 
The following information from Table 10 illustrates that there is no 
analytical structural effect present, because the association between X-j 
(high and low desired family size group orientation) and and Yg 
(intended and completed family size, respectively) is weak, when the 
researcher controls for X (individual attitudes toward desired family 
size). Therefore, there is evidence suggesting that the individual atti­
tudes toward desired family size (aggregated individual effects) are pri­
marily responsible for the mean differences of intended and completed 
family size because there appears to be a weak association between group 
orientation (structural effect) and the mean differences of intended and 
completed family size between the desired family size normative groups 
(group 6 vs group 8). The number of respondents for Table 10 (2,922) 
differs from the number of respondents in the desired family size column 
of Tables 11 and 12 (2,925), because three respondents failed to report 
their county of residence. 
The structural effect studies should examine the correlation between 
the structural and individual variables utilized in the study. This will 
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Table 10. Partial correlation coefficients for group orientation of 
desired family size and intended and completed family size, 
while controlling for the individual attitudes toward desired 
family size 
Group orientation for 
desired family size 
Dependent variables (N = 2,922) 
Intended family size -0.025 
(Level of significance) (0.179) 
Completed family size -0.046 
(Level of significance) (0.012) 
assure the researcher that the mean differences for specific attitudes 
and behavior (i.e., intended and completed family size) are not due to 
selection bias or a function of an attitude response. In order to isolate 
a structural effect the correlation of the structural and individual vari­
ables should be low; however, if the correlation between these variables 
is high, then the mean differences may not be due solely to a structural 
effect. These precautions were taken in this study which are shown by 
the following correlation matrices. The matrices include both the raw 
ideal and desired family size responses and the recoded responses of high 
and low ideal and desired family size. In the recoded responses, high 
ideal and desired family size were given the value of 2, and low ideal and 
desired family size were given the value of 1, 
The findings of Tables 11 and 12 indicate that it is possible to iso­
late a structural effect without being concerned about a selection bias 
or a function of an attitude response being present. The past studies of 
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Table 11. Correlation coefficients for intended and completed family size 
with the raw individual responses of ideal and desired family 
size 
Ideal family size Desired family size 
(N = 3,262) (N = 2,925) 
Intended family size 0.227 0.099 
(Level of significance) (0.001) (0.001) 
Completed family size 0.3631 0.125 
(Level of significance) (0.001) (0.001) 
Table 12. Correlation coefficients for intended and completed family size 
with the dichotomous recoding of ideal and desired family size 
Ideal family size Desired family size 
(N = 3,262) (N = 2,925) 
Intended family size 0.182 0.110 
(Level of significance) (0.001) (0.001) 
Completed family size 0.294 0.134 
(Level of significance) (0.001) (0,001) 
structural effect have not taken these two phenomena into account and, 
consequently, their findings must be interpreted and understood with 
this in mind. 
Finally, Ryder and Westoff state that intended family size and cur­
rent family size (the number of children the respondent had at the time 
of the interview) were highly correlated (Ryder and Westoff, 1971:29). 
95 
However, they do not explicitly discuss the correlation between intended 
and completed family size. Therefore, this research examined both corre­
lation coefficients and found the following: 
Intended Family Size 
Current Family Size Completed Family Size 
According to the statistical rule of thumb, both the correlation 
coefficients would be considered moderate regardless of the sample sizes. 
Nevertheless, social science research commonly views correlation coeffi­
cients between 0.300 and 0.500 as representing a strong association 
between variables, if the sample size is large because the significance 
level of the correlations are high (i.e., 0.001). It appears that Ryder 
and Westoff (1971) selected the latter to explain the association between 
Intended and current family size. The author finds this interpretation 
questionable because it is statistically more sound to consider the 
association between intended and current family size, as well as the 
association between Intended and completed family size as moderate. 
In summary, there is evidence suggesting that the mean differences 
of intended and completed family size for group comparisons (group 6 vs 
group 8) can be best explained by the individual orientation toward 
desired family size (aggregated Individual effects) and the individual 
socio-economic characteristics of group members. In addition, the find­
ings of this section demonstrated: (1) that no analytical structural 
effect is present; (2) the structural and individual variables are lowly 
correlated which enables a structural effect to be isolated; and (3) that 
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intended family size is moderately associated with current and completed 
family size (0.300 and 0.424, respectively). 
Correlation Ratios (Eta-Squared) 
This section will be used to determine the relative contribution of 
the group orientation toward ideal and desired family size (i.e., the 
structural effect), the individual orientation toward ideal and desired 
family size (i.e., the aggregated individual effects), and the individual 
socio-economic characteristics (i.e., education, race, residence, and 
religion) on the mean differences for intended and completed family size. 
The initial examination of findings demonstrated that there was no 
significant mean differences for intended and completed family size 
between the overall high and low ideal and desired family size group 
orientations (Appendix D, Tables D1 and D2, respectively). However, these 
initial results did indicate that there were significant mean differences 
for intended and completed family size between the overall high and low 
ideal and desired family size individual orientations (Appendix D, 
Tables D3 and D4, respectively). 
Information from Table D5 shows that there is a significant F ratio 
for the differences in the means of intended family size (15.326) and 
completed family size (131.544) between the high and low education groups. 
These findings are significant at a point less than the .001 level. 
The results from Table 06 demonstrate that there is a significant 
F ratio for the differences in the means of intended family size (18.177) 
and completed family size (83.761) between the white and Black groups. 
These findings are significant at a point less than the .001 level. 
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The findings from Table D7 reveal that there is a significant F ratio 
for the differences in the means of intended family size (15.689) and com­
pleted family size (67.985) between the urban and rural groups. These 
results are significant at a point less than the .001 level. 
And finally, the data from Table DB report there is a significant 
F ratio for the differences in the means of intended family size (10.190) 
and completed family size (3.847) between the Catholic and non-Catholic 
groups. These findings are significant at a point less than the .05 level. 
After examining the findings and results from the tables in Appendix 
D, it is apparent that the group orientation (structural effect) contrib­
utes less to the explanation of mean differences for intended and com­
pleted family size between the normative groups than the individual orien­
tation (aggregated individual effects) and the individual socio-economic 
characteristics; because the latter two demonstrated significant mean dif­
ferences for intended and completed family size between the nominal cate­
gories of the dichotomous variables (Tables D3 to D8), whereas the former 
did not have a significant mean difference for intended and completed 
family size between the dichotomous categories of group orientation 
(Tables D1 and 02). In order to determine the relative contribution of 
all three, it is advantageous to examine the amount of variance that is 
explained in intended and completed family size by group orientation, 
individual orientation, and individual socio-economic characteristics 
(Table 13). 
Table 13 includes continuous variables and dichotomous variables. 
More specifically, intended and completed family size are continuous vari­
ables; however, the group orientation, individual orientation, and the 
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individual socio-economic characteristics are divided into the following 
nominal categories: 
1) Ideal family size group orientation 
high = all counties with an ideal family size mean above 4.62. 
low = all counties with an ideal family size mean below 4.62. 
2) Desired family size group orientation 
high = all counties with a desired family size mean above 4.08. 
low = all counties with a desired family size mean below 4.08. 
3) Ideal family size individual orientation 
high = all individuals with an ideal family size above 4.62. 
low = all individuals with an ideal family size below 4.62. 
4) Desired family size individual orientation 
high = all individuals with a desired family size above 4.08. 
low = all individuals with a desired family size below 4.08. 
5) Education 
high = all individuals with 12 or more years of education, 
low = all individuals with less than 12 years of education. 
6) Race 
white = all individuals that stated they were white. 
Black = all individuals that stated they were Black. 
7) Residence 
urban = all individuals living at an urban residence. 
rural = all individuals living at a rural farm or rural non-
farm residence. 
8) Religion 
Catholic = all individuals that have a Catholic religious 
preference. 
non-Catholic = all individuals that have a religious preference 
other than Catholic. 
The findings from Table 13 demonstrate the ideal and desired family 
size individual orientations (aggregated individual effects) contribute 
more to the mean difference of intended family size for group members 
(3.3272 and 1.2162 percent, respectively) than the individual 
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socio-economic characteristics of education, race, residence, and religion 
(0.4596, 0.5447, 0.4705, and 0.3061, respectively) or the structural 
effect, ideal and desired family size group orientations (0.0032 and 
0.0227, respectively). 
Table 13. Percentage of variation explained (eta-squared) in intended 
and completed family size by the ideal and desired family size 
group orientations, the ideal and desired family size indi­
vidual orientations, and the socio-economic characteristics 
of education, race, residence, and religion 
Independent dichotomous 
variables (N values) 
Intended 
family size 
Completed 
family size 
Ideal family size (N = 3,262) 
Group orientation 
Individual orientation 
0.0032 
3.3272 
0.0050 
8.6128 
Desired family size (N = 2,925) 
Group orientation 
Individual orientation 
0.0227 
1.2162 
0.1159 
1.7900 
Socio-economic characteristics (N = 3,321) 
Education 
Race 
Residence 
Religion 
0.4596 
0.5447 
0.4705 
0.3061 
3.8123 
2.4616 
2.0073 
0.1158 
Information from Table 13 also indicates that the ideal family size 
individual orientation (aggregated individual effects) contributes most 
to the mean difference of completed family size (8.6128 percent) 
followed by education (3.8123 percent), race (2.4616 percent), residence 
(2.0073 percent), the desired family size individual orientation, the 
aggregated individual effects (1.7900 percent), the structural effect, 
desired family size group orientation (0.1159 percent), religion (0.1158 
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percent), and the structural effect, ideal family size group orientation 
(0.0050 percent). 
Even though the correlation ratios (eta-squared) were low in Table 
13, they were able to determine that the aggregated individual effects 
contributed more to the mean differences of intended and completed family 
size between the normative groups than the structural effect. Although 
the dichotomous variables of ideal and desired family size group orienta­
tions and individual orientations were not able to explain a large pro­
portion of the variance in the intended and completed family size for 
normative group members, the findings suggest that the individual atti­
tudes toward ideal family size are better able to predict the intended 
and completed family size of group members than the ideal family size 
group orientation or the desired family size (individual or group orienta­
tions). Thus, there is some evidence indicating that ideal family size is 
a slightly better predictor of intended and completed family size than 
desired family size. The low correlation ratios (eta-squared) could have 
been a result of using dichotomous categories to represent the ideal and 
desired family size group orientations, the ideal and desired family size 
individual orientations, and the individual socio-economic characteristics 
(i.e., education, race, residence, and religion); because the use of 
dichotomies tends to decrease the amount of association between variables. 
This fact can be observed in comparing Tables 11 and 12, because the 
association of ideal and desired family size to intended and completed 
family size tended to decrease when ideal and desired family size were 
dichotomized into nominal categories. Another reason that could have 
caused the low correlation ratios is that certain extraneous factors were 
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not included in the research design. However, to determine what extrane­
ous factors need to be included in this type of analysis will necessitate 
the investigation of future research dealing with the multivariate rela­
tionships between the group structure and the fertility attitudes and 
behavior of individuals, because it is beyond the scope of this disserta­
tion. 
Conclusions about the General and Empirical Hypotheses 
The initial findings of this chapter rendered evidence that would 
permit the acceptance of empirical hypotheses 4 and 8, but these findings 
did not give support to empirical hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, or 7. The 
basis for the above statements is that the only significant mean differ­
ences for intended and completed family size was found between group 6 vs 
group 8 (i.e., group 6, individuals with a low desired family size orien­
tation located in a normative group that has a high desired family size 
orientation, have a smaller intended and completed family size than group 
8, individuals with a low desired family size orientation located in a 
normative group that has a low desired family size orientation). This 
means that an inverse structural effect seemingly is present. However, 
further examination of the data (i.e., using control variables and compar­
ing the amount of variance that is accounted for in intended and completed 
family size by the ideal and desired family size group orientations (struc­
tural effect), the ideal and desired family size individual orientations 
(aggregated individual effects), and the individual socio-economic char­
acteristics) indicated that the inverse structural effect present in the 
initial findings was spurious because the mean differences of intended and 
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completed family size between group members was best explained by the 
aggregated individual effects (i.e., the ideal and desired family size 
individual orientations). Therefore, it is necessary to reject the two 
general hypotheses because there was not adequate empirical evidence 
given to support the premise that there was a structural effect of norma­
tive group membership on the intended and completed family size of group 
members. 
Means of Improving the Research 
Although it is sometimes difficult to take into account and to fore­
see all the problems of a particular piece of research, an effort is made 
to identify the issues that should be considered in future studies dealing 
with structural effects and fertility attitudes and behavior. The limited 
amount of research addressing the influence of a structural effect on 
individual attitudes and behavior (Blau, 1960; Tannenbaum and Bachman, 
1964; Campbell and Alexander, 1965; Flinn, 1970; Bultena, 1974; Linz, 
1969; Riley, 1963; Hammond, 1973; and Valkonen, 1969) suggest that there 
seems to be four major factors that may cause difficulties in structural 
effects research: (1) data limitations; (2) limitations in the operational 
definitions of concepts; (3) failure to take into account the assumptions 
of the method of structural effects; and (4) the problems of aggregation. 
These factors will be discussed focusing on the research strategy of this 
study. 
The first factor that can produce difficulties when conducting struc­
tural effects research is the data limitations of the study. That is, the 
data for this study was secondary in nature and structural effects 
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research may require the use of primary level data in order to obtain the 
specific information needed for this type of empirical analysis. Linz 
supports this point when he mentions that secondary analysis of data 
already collected in structural effects research may prevent the 
researcher from examining all the structural effects, because this level 
of data usually does not devote the proper planning needed to obtain 
information for ecological based studies (Linz, 1969:124). 
Furthermore, the study may have been improved had longitudinal data 
been available, because then the researcher might have obtained better 
empirical evidence of the influence that the social norms governing human 
reproduction have on the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members 
at different periods of time. For example, this type of data seemingly 
would assist in obtaining a better understanding of how influential the 
social norms are through time and how the socio-economic constraints 
affect the conformity to the social norms at different moments in time. 
The advantages of using longitudinal data to study the influence of social 
norms on the fertility attitudes and behavior of individuals is still open 
to scientific inquiry, because it will take future research to know and 
fully understand the benefits of employing this type of data for studying 
social norms. It is hoped that future studies of structural effects and 
fertility behavior are able to address some of these important questions 
which would allow a deeper understanding of how social norms influence 
the fertility attitudes and behavior of individuals. 
The second factor that may have caused difficulties in this research 
is limitations in the operational definitions. For example, Ryder and 
Westoff (1971) pointed out that the concepts of ideal, desired, and 
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intended family size have serious limitations because they may force the 
respondent to answer questions that are probably beyond the ability and 
knowledge of the individuals. These limitations were addressed in Chap­
ter III, Operational Definitions. Thus, if it had been possible for this 
researcher to employ more precise measures to obtain information for the 
social norms, ideal and desired family size, then this study would have 
been improved upon. Similarly, this research could have been ameliorated 
if more accurate measures for the individual attitude toward fertility 
behavior (intended family size) had been available to use in the study. 
Further, the operationalization of concepts is less accurate if there 
are data restrictions (Gibbs, 1965:587). For instance, if it had been 
possible to utilize aggregate data to examine the social norms of ideal 
and desired family size, the study would not have had to use the mean of 
individual attitudes to represent the prevailing social norms. Even 
though this latter approach is commonly accepted in social science 
research, it is advantageous to use aggregate data to operationalize 
social norms when the researcher's data facilitates this type of usage 
(Gibbs, 1965:592-594). 
In addition, the method of structural effects applies the use of 
dichotomies in the operationalization of social norms (i.e., high and low 
ideal and desired family size). When modifications of this method are 
developed, this point should be avoided because these nominal categories 
may not be statistically adequate (Goodman, 1959:612). The reason being 
that individuals' attitudes (i.e., ideal and desired family size) may not 
be properly represented by dichotomous categories because individuals 
are likely to differ on a broad continuum, including those persons who 
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have no opinions concerning attitudes toward a particular behavior. This 
problem is less serious in this research because there was a relatively 
small amount of variation found in intended and completed family size 
within the high and low categories of individual attitudes toward ideal 
and desired family size (page 84). Nevertheless, the use of nominal cate­
gories to represent social norms should examine the variance of the 
dependent variables within the high and low social norm categories, which 
other structural effects research has not done; because, if there is a 
small amount of variation present, then the mean differences for the 
dependent variables between normative groups could be a result if indi­
vidual differences and not the group structure (social norms). On the 
other hand, if there is a large amount of variation present, then the 
statistic of mean may not accurately depict the relationship between 
social norms and individual attitudes and behavior. In either case, there 
appears to be problems that need to be addressed; consequently, the modi­
fications of this method may find it advantageous to refrain from the use 
of nominal categories to represent social norms. 
Finally, it should be noted that fertility studies dealing with the 
influence of social norms on individual fertility attitudes and behavior 
need to incorporate questions that address the concepts that are well 
developed in the minds of respondents, and not simply theoretical con­
structs that the researcher conceptualizes. Mauser supports this point 
when he criticizes the KAP (knowledge, attitude, and practice) studies 
for failing to include adequate efforts to study the reliability and 
validity of their data, as well as their failure to include measurements 
dealing with the intensity of the opinions and attitudes of respondents 
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(Mauser, 1967:403). The previous studies of structural effects have 
failed to take into account the reliability and validity of their data; 
thus, the findings of these studies should be understood with this fact 
in mind. This oversight mentioned by Mauser (1967) is directed toward 
the researchers who conduct national and regional fertility studies; how­
ever, the need to consider the reliability and validity of data should 
be a concern of all researchers collecting information about the influence 
of attitudes on the behavior of individuals. This seems to be one of the 
major reasons for the numerous difficulties and contradictory findings in 
attitude research (Riley, 1963:187). It is not possible to change or 
rectify these problems if the researcher is using secondary level data; 
therefore, particular attention should be directed toward obtaining reli­
able and valid measures of attitudes during the initial stages of data 
collection (Riley, 1963:484). Furthermore, it is not within the scope of 
this research to examine the reliability and validity of the national 
fertility survey data, but future fertility surveys need to address these 
points explicitly. 
The third major factor that needs to be addressed in structural 
effect studies are the assumptions that are made by Blau (1960) concerning 
the method of structural effects: (1) that the individual characteristics 
are held constant; and (2) that the group characteristics are held con­
stant. This research controlled for the individual socio-economic char­
acteristics of education, race, residence, and religion. In so doing, 
the researcher controlled for certain individual characteristics and, thus, 
held these characteristics constant while studying the structural effect 
between normative group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior 
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of group members. When examining the mean differences of intended and 
completed family size between the nominal socio-economic characteristics 
within the normative groups and for individuals with the same socio­
economic characteristics across the normative groups, the findings sug­
gested: (1) that the individual socio-economic characteristics may better 
explain the mean differences of intended and completed family size between 
the desired family size normative groups (group 6 vs group 8) than the 
desired family size group orientation (structural effect), because there 
tended to be mean differences between the nominal socio-economic categor­
ies for intended and completed family size within the desired family size 
normative groups; and (2) that an inverse structural effect may exist 
between the normative group structure and the fertility attitudes and 
behavior of group members because persons of low education, rural dwellers, 
and non-Catholics with the same individual orientation toward desired fam­
ily size living in a high desired family size group orientation (group 6) 
had a smaller intended and completed family size than similar individuals 
living in a low desired family size group orientation (group 8), respec­
tively. However, further examination of the data investigating the rela­
tive contribution of the aggregated individual effects was necessary 
before any conclusions could be drawn. This investigation indicated that 
the aggregated individual effects contributed more to the mean differences 
of intended and completed family size between the normative groups than 
the structural effect found in the initial findings. Furthermore, both 
the aggregated individual effects and the individual socio-economic char­
acteristics were found to explain more of the variance in intended and 
completed family size than the structural effect. Therefore, there was 
108 
evidence suggesting that the structural effect found in the initial find­
ings was spurious. 
It is important that structural effects studies take the first 
assumption into account; however, the second assumption may not be as 
important for the researcher who is simply attempting to determine if a 
structural effect exists (Tannenbaum and Bachman, 1964:589). Further, 
when the researcher controls for the group characteristics, he has actu­
ally modified Blau's method considerably because 81 au's method defines 
the normative group by the prevailing norm within the group and not the 
other characteristics that might identify the group (i.e., age, sex, edu­
cation, race, religion, etc.). Therefore, this research did not explic­
itly control for the group characteristics because of the comment of 
Tannenbaum and Bachman (1964) and, secondly, this research was using 
Blau's method to determine if a structural effect was present. Neverthe­
less, future studies of structural effects may wish to modify Blau's 
method and control for group characteristics in order to avoid possible 
spurious individual level effects. 
The fourth factor that may result in difficulties when using struc­
tural effects is the problems of aggregation. The problems of aggrega­
tion result primarily from the time and cost restraints placed upon the 
researcher. In other words, the units of aggregation, which represent 
the normative groups in structural effects research, are usually selected 
on the basis of available secondary level data or limited funds in which 
to collect primary level data. Consequently, structural effects research, 
as discussed earlier, needs to clearly define what units of aggregation 
should be used for this type of analysis. For example, the 1965 National 
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Fertility Survey prevented this study from using a unit of aggregation 
smaller than the county. Even though the Demographic Regulation Theory 
states that the social norms governing fertility exist in the society at 
large, the author believes that more information could be obtained by 
using smaller units of aggregation to study structural effects and fer­
tility behavior. These smaller units of aggregation include referent 
groups of the individual (i.e., relatives, friends, co-workers, etc., 
city blocks, neighborhoods, small cities, suburbs of cities, and small 
communities). By using these smaller units of aggregation studies will 
be able to add greatly to the body of knowledge concerning group struc­
ture and the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members. This 
point is supported by the fact that the research dealing with structural 
effects that had the most significant findings used a public assistance 
agency and truck farming communities as their units of aggregation (Blau 
(1960) and Flinn (1970), respectively). 
Although the structural effects method of Blau (1960) avoids the 
ecological and atomistic fallacies, which use aggregate data to infer 
to an individual proposition and use individual data to Infer to a group 
proposition, respectively (Riley, 1963:704-706), it falls to evaluate if 
a common value system exists for individuals within the group (Valkonen, 
1969:59). However, it should be noted that Campbell and Alexander (1965: 
288-289) address this very point when they attempt to determine if a 
"perceived structural effect" exists in their study. This research was 
unable to test for a perceived structural effect because the data would 
not allow this type of analysis. Concepts like value systems, norms, or 
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climates describe areas as whole and are conceptually global properties 
of areas (Valkonen, 1969:59). In order to study these phenomena. It is 
best to use aggregate level data, which aids in preventing aggregation 
bias from influencing the research findings concerning these structural 
concepts (Hammond, 1973:770). To use just aggregate data to study struc­
tural effects would result in an ecological fallacy (Robinson, 1950). 
Therefore, individual data is also needed in order to study the struc­
tural effect on individual attitudes and behavior. Linz (1969) proposes 
four ways in which to utilize both ecological (aggregated) and individual 
level data in the study of structural effects, if the appropriate funds 
are available to the researcher: (1) the researcher could use in the 
ecological based studies questions from nationally representative samples 
that could serve as a guideline; (2) the researcher could execute simul­
taneously with many identical questions a representative sample survey 
of the larger unit and the context oriented sample surveys; (3) in the 
case of cumulative research by the same organization or researcher, the 
information about the group norm in particular units derived from inten­
sive research could be treated as a global property in the analysis of a 
smaller number of respondents in the same community found in a national 
representative study; and (4) the partial duplication of previous surveys 
In ecologically defined contexts would allow improvement of the represen-
tiveness of the national survey for them, with the addition of new prob­
lems particularly to a new study of those units. It would be best to 
place the findings in a national or larger context without the costs of 
a new national study (Linz, 1969:124). Although these solutions for 
using a combination of survey and ecological data cannot be utilized in 
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this study, they give excellent suggestions for future studies dealing 
with structural effects and fertility behavior. 
The above four factors were discussed in order to point out the dif­
ficulties encountered when conducting structural effects research and to 
suggest ways in which these problems can be alleviated. Any one factor 
or any combination of factors could have influenced the findings of this 
dissertation. However, the limitations of the data and operational defi­
nitions of concepts seem to have the greatest importance because they 
represent the major elements in the foundation for conducting any research 
study. 
Finally, it should be noted that future research needs to address it­
self to the original development of the structural effects method because 
there may be possible problems existing in this development. The possi­
bility of problems in the development are suggested by the fact that the 
researcher utilizing the methodological framework of structural effects 
encounters the certain difficulties and limitations which were discussed 
in the above section. 
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CHAPTER V. IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMARY 
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings which appear 
to this writer to be especially relevant for the development of theory and 
research in the study of fertility behavior. The types of implications to 
be discussed are: (1) specific implications for theory; (2) specific 
implications for methods; and (3) general implications for future research. 
The final section will be a summary of findings and conclusions. 
Implications for Theory 
The Demographic Regulation Theory proposed by Donald Bogue is a 
theoretical and sociological conceptualization stemming from the "balance 
in nature" principle of Charles Darwin. The theory is based on the idea 
that collective norms existing in the society at large will influence the 
fertility behavior of societal members. These norms are assumed to react 
and change rapidly to the economic situation and conditions present in 
the society. Bogue defines these norms in relation to the individual 
members' opinions concerning what number of children constitutes the ideal 
family size. Furthermore, he states that the opinions of ideal family 
size fluctuates between individuals; therefore, the norm becomes the aver­
age about which there is a substantial amount of dispersion. 
To the best of the author's knowledge, this research represents the 
first empirical usage of the Demographic Regulation Theory of Donald Bogue 
(1969). Furthermore, it is one of the studies that has attempted to study 
the influence of social norms on the fertility attitudes and behavior of 
individuals. In addition, the research found that ideal family size seems 
to be a slightly better predictor of intended and completed family size 
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than desired family size because the ideal family size individual orienta­
tion explained a larger percentage of the variance in intended and com­
pleted family size than the desired family size group and individual 
orientations. However, the latter point must be interpreted with the 
knowledge that (1) the ideal and desired family size group orientations, 
as well as the ideal and desired family size individual orientations, 
explained only a small proportion of the variance in intended and com­
pleted family size; and (2) there were serious limitations and difficul­
ties in the variable of ideal family size because the data employed for 
the study (1965 National Fertility Survey) did not define ideal family 
size precisely; therefore, the individuals of the sample may have inter­
preted the question to refer to a wide range of meanings (Chapter III, 
Operational Definitions). 
The results of this study suggest that ideal and desired family size 
tend not to be the most influential social norms regulating the fertility 
attitudes and behavior of individuals for two reasons: (1) the research 
failed to provide significant evidence to accept the general hypotheses, 
which means there was apparently no structural effect between the norma­
tive group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of group 
members; and (2) the social norms of ideal and desired family size were 
not able to explain a large percentage of the variance in intended and 
completed family size. Consequently, it appears necessary to investigate 
other social norms that may govern the fertility attitudes and behavior 
of individuals, when the researcher is interested in the influence of 
social norms on human reproductive behavior. For example, social norms 
represented by other concepts could be used to examine the influence of 
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social norms on individual fertility attitudes and behavior. More specif­
ically, these other concepts of social norms for which indices could be 
developed might be used to reflect the role of the woman (i.e., housewife, 
career person, etc.), the husband and wife's love of children, the social 
and economic aspirations of the husband and wife, and the strength of 
traditional family ties (i.e., amount of interaction the couple has with 
parents and in-laws). The above examples of social norms could be exam­
ined either in the bivariate or multivariate sense, because they both 
would contribute to the body of knowledge dealing with differential fer­
tility analysis. 
Donald Bogue's theory could prove useful in studying differential 
fertility if it was assured that the measures of ideal and desired family 
size were reliable and valid. However, the findings of this research 
suggest that the Demographic Regulation Theory should be elaborated to 
include the social norms of ideal and desired family size, as well as 
other social norms that may govern the fertility attitudes and behavior 
of individuals (i.e., the role of the woman, love of children, social and 
economic aspirations of the husband and wife, and the strength of tradi­
tional family ties). This seemingly would give Bogue's theory more 
explaining and predictive power, because several social norms could be 
used to examine the influence of group structure on the individual repro­
ductive attitudes and behavior. 
Finally, this research suggests that future studies in this area 
examine small normative groups to determine what effect the social 
norms have on the attitudes and behavior of Individuals and not whole 
societies, because the social norms regulating fertility are likely to 
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have a different degree of influence on the various groups that comprise 
a society (i.e.. Catholics, Protestants, rural and urban dwellers, etc.). 
Implications of Methods 
This study incorporated a method of analysis never before used in 
population studies — that of structural effects. Furthermore, an inten­
sive review of the literature on this method was discussed in order to 
better meet the needs of future studies in the area of normative group 
structure and fertility behavior. Even though this method of analysis 
has shortcomings, they can be alleviated by following the procedures sug­
gested in this research and utilizing the appropriate data. The proce­
dures for future studies are: (1) use primary level data if possible, 
or a combination of survey and ecological data as suggested by Linz 
(1969:123-124); (2) control for socio-economic characteristics to avoid 
spurious structural effects; (3) examine the aggregated individual 
effects; (4) observe the correlation between the structural (ideal and 
desired family size group orientation) and individual (intended and com­
pleted family size of group members) variables; and (5) use units of 
aggregation that closely fit the conventional definition of group. 
Bogue's usage of the central tendency statistic of mean to represent 
the norms of ideal and desired family size seems justified in that there 
was little variance between respondents in regard to ideal and desired 
family size. However, the other central tendency statistics of median 
and mode may also be useful when operationalizing the norms of the Demo­
graphic Regulation Theory, because they are less influenced by extremes. 
Consequently, they may render a more stable and reliable estimate of the 
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collective norms. 
The methodological framework developed in this research should prove 
very beneficial for studying the norms that regulate fertility behavior 
in our society. It has both the flexibility and the design to be used in 
a number of different fertility studies. 
General Implications 
The general implications for future research in the area of struc­
tural effects and individual fertility attitudes and behavior are several 
in number. First, future studies should examine fertility behavior with 
norms prevalent in different units of aggregation. Second, the units of 
aggregation that should receive priority when investigating the relation­
ship of social norms to fertility attitudes and behavior are neighborhoods, 
city blocks, small cities, suburbs of cities, and small communities. 
Third, there should be studies that focus on improving the methods to mea­
sure the social norms influencing fertility behavior. Fourth, research in 
the area of family planning ma^y find it useful to utilize the studies deal­
ing with social norms and differential fertility in order to get a better 
understanding and insight into how social norms can be used to implement 
more suitable and efficient family planning programs. And fifth, future 
studies using the method of structural effects would benefit from examin­
ing the interaction effects between the group and individual orientations, 
because this would render important information not included in the pres­
ent structural effects framework. 
Summary and Conclusions 
The chief objectives of this dissertation were to determine if there 
is a relationship between group structure and the fertility attitudes 
and behavior of group members and to present both a theoretical and a 
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methodological framework that could be used to examine this relationship. 
These objectives were specifically addressed by: (1) determining If there 
was a structural effect between the Ideal and desired family size group 
structure and the intended and completed family size of group members; and 
(2) by using the Demographic Regulation Theory as the theoretical frame­
work and the method of structural effects as the methodological framework. 
As denoted in Chapter IV, the initial examination of the findings 
rendered evidence suggesting that there was no structural effect present 
between the ideal family size group structure and the Intended and com­
pleted family size of group members; but, there was evidence suggesting 
that there was an inverse structural effect present between the desired 
family size group structure and the intended and completed family size of 
group members. That is, individuals with a low desired family orientation 
located in a normative group that has a high desired family size orienta­
tion (group 6) had a smaller Intended and completed family size than indi­
viduals with a low desired family size orientation located in a normative 
group that has a low desired family size orientation (group 8). However, 
the initial findings also suggested that there were aggregated individual 
effects (i.e., the individual orientations toward ideal and desired family 
size) present. In addition, there was evidence suggesting that the mean 
differences of intended and completed family size between the ideal and 
desired family size normative groups could be a result of the individual 
differences of group members, because there was a relatively smatl amount 
of variation in Intended and completed family size between respondents 
with the same individual orientation toward ideal and desired family size. 
Consequently, a further examination of the data was necessary before any 
conclusions could be drawn concerning the general and empirical hypotheses. 
This further investigation included the use of control variables and 
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comparing the amount of variance explained in intended and completed fam­
ily size by the ideal and desired family size group orientations (the 
structural effect), the ideal and desired family size individual orienta­
tions (the aggregated individual effects), and certain individual socio­
economic characteristics (education, race, residence, and religion). 
Since the structure effect was found only between the desired family size 
group structure and the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members 
after the initial examination of the findings, the additional investiga­
tion using control variables focused on this relationship. 
The first use of the socio-economic characteristics, as control vari­
ables, was to examine the mean differences of intended and completed fam­
ily size between the nominal socio-economic categories within the norma­
tive groups (group 6 vs group 8), in order to obtain information concern­
ing the influence of education, race, residence, and religion on the 
intended and completed family size of group members. The results were in 
agreement with previous studies dealing with differential fertility. That 
is, the low education individuals. Blacks, rural dwellers, and Catholics 
tended to have a larger intended and completed family size than high edu­
cation individuals, whites, urban dwellers, and non-Catholics, respec­
tively. Further, these results suggest that the individual socio­
economic characteristics may better explain the mean differences of 
intended and completed family size between the desired family size groups 
(group 6 vs group 8) than the desired family size group orientation 
(structural effect) because there tended to be mean differences between 
the nominal socio-economic categories for intended and completed family 
size within the desired family size normative groups. The second usage 
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of the socio-economic characteristics was to investigate the mean differ­
ences of intended and completed family size for individuals with the same 
socio-economic characteristics across the desired family size normative 
groups. These findings demonstrated that there was a significant differ­
ence between the means of intended and completed family size for persons 
of low education, rural dwellers, and non-Catholics, but not for persons 
of high education, whites, urban dwellers, and Catholics, who had the 
same individual orientation toward desired family size but a different 
desired family size group orientation. Therefore, these findings suggest 
that a structural effect may exist between the normative group structure 
and the fertility attitudes and behavior of group members. 
Furthermore, when controlling for the individual attitudes of desired 
family size the association between the group orientation and the intended 
and completed family size of group members was weak; consequently, there 
was evidence that demonstrated there was no analytical structural effect 
present. This information suggested that the mean differences of intended 
and completed family size between the desired family size normative groups 
(group 6 vs group 8) may best be explained by the individual orientation 
toward desired family size (i.e., aggregated individual effects). Unfor­
tunately, the presence of a perceived structural effect could not be 
determined because of the data limitations of the study. 
After the control variables were applied there was evidence suggest­
ing that the structural effect, the aggregated individual effects, and 
the individual socio-economic characteristics contributed to the mean 
differences of intended and completed family size between the desired 
family size normative groups (group 6 vs group 8). In order to determine 
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the relative contribution of all three, the researcher examined the amount 
of variance that was explained in intended and completed family size 
through the use of correlation ratios (eta-squared). 
Even though the correlation ratios were low in Table 13, the 
researcher was able to determine that the aggregated individual effects 
(i.e., the individual orientation toward ideal and desired family size) 
contributed more to the mean differences of intended and completed family 
size between the normative groups than the socio-economic characteristics 
(i.e., education, race, residence, and religion) and the structural effect 
(i.e., the ideal and desired family size group orientation), respectively. 
Consequently, the inverse structural effect found initially between the 
desired family size normative groups (group 6 vs group 8) was considered 
spurious, because the differences for the means of intended and completed 
family size between the normative groups were best explained by the ideal 
and desired family size individual orientations (i.e., the aggregated 
individual effects). 
Therefore, the empirical hypotheses 4 and 8 were rendered support 
because there was a significant difference between the means of intended 
and completed family size for group 6 vs group 8; but the empirical 
hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 were not rendered support because there 
were no significant mean differences for intended or completed family 
size between the other normative group comparisons (i.e., group 1 vs 
group 3, group 2 vs group 4, and group 5 vs group 7). However, the two 
general hypotheses must be rejected because there was not adequate empir­
ical support given to them. Consequently, the findings of this research 
suggest that there is no relationship between the group structure and the 
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fertility attitudes and behavior of group members. 
It should be noted that the possible reasons for the aggregated 
individual effects having the highest relative contribution to the mean 
differences of intended and completed family size between the normative 
group comparisons were addressed in the section "Means of Improving the 
Research." Briefly, after an intensive review of the literature four fac­
tors were described and explained that cause difficulties in structural 
effects research: (1) data limitations; (2) limitations in the opera­
tional definitions of concepts; (3) the assumptions of the method of 
structural effects; and (4) the problems of aggregation. It was suggested 
that any combination of the above four factors could have influenced the 
results of this research; however, the first two factors were believed to 
be the most important because the data and the operational definitions are 
essential elements in the foundation of any research. In addition, it was 
suggested that the original development of the method of structural 
effects may have inherent problems because of the difficulties the 
researcher encounters when conducting structural effects research. 
Blau's method of structural effects was examined and criticized in 
order to obtain an improved framework for future studies dealing with 
structural effects and fertility behavior. Certain procedures were sug­
gested to give guidelines for future research in this area. 
Finally, the association between intended and completed family size 
was found to be moderate (0.424). This finding has significance because 
Ryder and Westoff (1971) do not report it and the relationship between 
these two variables is important both to future fertility surveys and the 
body of knowledge dealing with differential fertility. 
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In closing, there were a number of contributions that this study 
made, which are mentioned in the implication sections of this chapter. 
However, the points that render this dissertation truly unique are that 
it represents to the best of the author's knowledge the first research 
to empirically use the Demographic Regulation Theory and it applies for 
the first time the method of structural effects to the area of differen­
tial fertility analysis, in order to offer empirical findings dealing 
with the influence of social norms on the fertility attitudes and behavior 
of group members. 
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APPENDIX A. TABLES OF ACTUAL MEANS 
Table Al. Ideal family size, intended family size, and completed family 
size 
Ideal family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High ideal Low ideal 
family size family size (N = 480) (N = 494) 
High ideal Low ideal 
family size family size (N = 1,115) (N = 1,173) 
Intended family size 4.16 2.55 4.13 2.69 
Completed family size 3.75 2.42 3.76 2.49 
Table A2. Desired family size, intended family size, and completed 
family size 
Desired family size 
Dependent High desired family size Low desired family size 
variable Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High desired Low desired 
family size family size (N = 648) (N = 605) 
High desired Low desired 
family size family size (N = 719) (N = 953) 
Intended family size 3.87 2.76 3.84 3.15 
Completed family size 3.43 2.63 3.47 2.99 
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Table A3. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size and education 
Ideal family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
High ideal 
family size (N = 480) 
Low ideal 
family size (N = 494) 
High ideal 
family size (N = 1,115) 
Low ideal 
family size (N = 1,173) 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Education Education Education Education 
High Low 
(203) (277) 
High Low 
(322) (172) 
High Low 
(558) (557) 
High Low 
(726) (447) 
Intended family size 3.86 4.38 2.39 2.86 3.91 4.36 2.49 3.03 
Completed family size 3.20 4.16 2.25 2.74 3.42 4.11 2.26 2.87 
Table A4. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and education 
Desired family size 
Hiqh desired family size 
Individual orientation 
Low desired family size 
Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size 
(N = 648) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 605) 
High desired 
family size 
(N = 719) 
Low desired 
family size 
(N = 953) 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Education Education Education Education 
High Low 
(412) (236) 
High Low 
(381) (224) 
High Low 
(342) (377) 
High Low 
(478) (475) 
Intended family size 3.75 4.07 2.66 2.93 3.42 4.23 2.61 3.70 
Completed family size 3.17 3.90 2.54 2.79 2.94 3.95 2.48 3.52 
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Table A5. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and race 
Ideal family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
High ideal Low ideal 
family size family size (N = 480) (N = 494) 
High ideal Low ideal 
family size family size (N = 1,115) (N = 1,173) 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Race Race Race Race 
White Black White Black 
(338) (142) (412) (82) 
White Black White Black 
(882) (233) (996) (177) 
Intended family size 3.85 4.89 2.47 2.98 4.02 4.56 2.59 3.28 
Completed family size 3.43 4.54 2.35 2.77 3.62 4.30 2.39 3.06 
Table A6. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and race 
Desired family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh desired family size 
Individual orientation 
Low desired family size 
Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size (N = 648) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 605) 
High desired 
family size (N = 719) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 953) 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Race Race Race Race 
White Black 
(618) (30) 
White Black 
(550) (55) 
White Black 
(507) (212) 
White Black 
(635) (318) 
Intended family size 3.85 4.10 2.70 3.36 3.66 4.28 2.69 4.07 
Completed family size 3.41 3.97 2.57 3.25 3.27 3.95 2.59 3.81 
135 
Table A7. Ideal family size. Intended family size, completed family 
size, and residence 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
High Ideal 
family size (N = 480) 
Low ideal 
family size (N = 494) 
High ideal 
family size (N = 1,115) 
Low ideal 
family size (N = 1,173) 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Residence Residence Residence Residence 
Urban Rural 
(354) (126) 
Urban Rural 
(435) (59) 
Urban Rural 
(781) (334) 
Urban Rural 
(941) (232) 
Intended family size 3.83 5.09 2.53 2.71 3.95 4.57 2.68 2.76 
Completed family size 3.38 4.79 2.40 2.58 3.61 4.11 2.45 2.67 
Table A8. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and residence 
Desired family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh desired family size 
Individual orientation 
Low desired family size 
Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size (N = 648) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 605) 
High desired 
family size (N = 719) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 953) 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Residence Residence Residence Residence 
Urban Rural 
(525) (123) 
Urban Rural 
(509) (96) 
Urban Rural 
(507) (212) 
Urban Rural 
(727) (226) 
Intended family size 3.70 4.58 2.77 2.68 3.54 4.57 2.90 3.95 
Completed family size 3.39 3.63 2.64 2.60 3.12 4.32 2.75 3.80 
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Table A9. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and religion 
Ideal family size 
Dependent High ideal family size Low ideal family size 
variable Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High ideal 
family size (N = 480) 
Low ideal 
family size (N = 494) 
High ideal 
family size (N = 1,115) 
Low ideal 
family size (N = 1,173) 
Religion Religion Religion Religion 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(134) (346) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(97) (397) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(290) (825) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(215) (958) 
Intended family size 4.75 3.93 2.57 2.55 4.46 4.02 3.04 2.62 
Completed family size 3.78 3.75 2.46 2.41 3.86 3.73 2.41 2.51 
Table AlO. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and religion 
Desired family size 
Dependent High desired family size Low desired family size 
variable Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size (N = 648) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 605) 
High desired 
family size (N = 719) 
Low desired 
family size (N = 953) 
Religion Religion Religion Religion 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
(n values) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(222) (426) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(154) (451) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(134) (585) 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
(135) (818) 
Intended family size 4.27 3.66 2.95 2.69 4.70 3.65 2.84 3.20 
Completed family size 3.64 3.33 2.80 2.58 3.66 3.43 2.59 3.06 
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APPENDIX B. IDENTIFICATION OF GROUPS 
Table Bl. Ideal family size, intended family size, and completed family 
size 
Ideal family size 
Dependent High ideal family size Low ideal family size 
variable Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High ideal Low ideal High ideal Low ideal 
family size family size family size family size 
G G G G 
Intended family size R R R R 
0 0 0 0 
U U U U 
P P P P 
Completed family size 
1 2 3 4 
Table B2. Desired family size, intended family size, and completed family 
size 
Desired family size 
Dependent 
variable 
High desired family size Low desired family size 
Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High desired Low desired High desired Low desired 
family size family size family size family size 
Intended family size 
Completed family size 
G 
R 
0 
U 
P 
G 
R 
0 
U 
P 
G 
R 
0 
U 
P 
G 
R 
0 
U 
P 
8 
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Table B3. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and education 
Ideal family size 
Dependent High ideal family size Low ideal family size 
variable Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High ideal 
family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
High ideal 
family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Education Education Education Education 
High Low High Low High Low High Low 
Intended family size A B C D E F G H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
Table B4. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and education 
Desired family size 
Dependent High desired family size Low desired family size 
variable Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size 
Low desired 
family size 
High desired 
family size 
Low desired 
family size 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Education Education Educati on Education 
High Low High Low High Low High Low 
Intended family size A B C D E F G H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
139 
Table 85. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and race 
Ideal family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation 
High ideal 
family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
High ideal 
family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Race Race Race Race 
White Black White Black White Black White Black 
Intended family size A B C D E F G H 
Completed family size I 0 K L M N 0 P 
Table B6. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and race 
Desired family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh desired family size 
Individual orientation 
Low desired family size 
Individual orientation 
High desired Low desired 
family size family size 
High desired Low desired 
family size family size 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Race Race Race Race 
White Black White Black White Black White Black 
Intended family size A B C D E F G H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
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Table B7. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and residence 
Ideal family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High ideal 
family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
High ideal 
family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Residence Residence Residence Residence 
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 
Intended family size A B C D E F G H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
Table 88. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and residence 
Desired family size 
Dependent 
variable 
High desired family size 
Individual orientation 
Low desired family size 
Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size 
Low desired 
family size 
High desired 
family size 
Low desired 
family size 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Residence Residence Residence Residence 
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 
Intended family size A B C D E F G H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
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Table 89. Ideal family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and religion 
Ideal family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh ideal family size Low ideal family size 
Individual orientation Individual orientation 
High ideal Low ideal High ideal 
family size family size family size 
Low ideal 
family size 
Religion Religion Religion Religion 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Non- Non- Non-
Cath. Cath. Cath. Cath. Cath. Cath. 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
Intended family size AB CD E F G H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
Table 810. Desired family size, intended family size, completed family 
size, and religion 
Desired family size 
Dependent 
variable 
Hiqh desired family size 
Individual orientation 
Low desired family size 
Individual orientation 
High desired 
family size 
Low desired 
family size 
High desired 
family size 
Low desired 
family size 
Religion Religion Religion Religion 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
Non-
Cath. Cath. 
Intended family size A B C D E F 6 H 
Completed family size I J K L M N 0 P 
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APPENDIX C. GROUP COMPARISONS, T-TEST VALUES, 
F RATIO VALUES, AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
(I) Ideal family size and intended family size: 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
1) group 1 vs group 3 0.096 0.924 
2) group 2 vs group 4 -1.131 0.258 
(II) Ideal family size and completed family size: 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
1) group 1 vs group 3 -0.065 0.949 
2) group 2 vs group 4 -0.804 0.422 
(III) Desired family size and intended family size: 
Compari son T-test value Level of significance 
1) group 5 vs group 7 0.084 0.933 
2) group 6 vs group 8 -3.686 < 0.001 
(IV) Desired family size and completed family size: 
Compari son T-test value Level of significance 
1) group 5 vs group 7 -0.298 0.765 
2) group 6 vs group 8 -3.507 < 0.001 
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(V) Ideal family size, intended family size, and education: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 5.582 < 0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D, 
F, and H 13.936 < 0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group A&C vs group E&G -0.270 0.788 
4) group A vs group C 2.933 0.004 
5) group C vs group E -5.643 £0.001 
6) group E vs group G 4.821 < O.OOl 
7) group A vs group G 2.657 0.008 
8) group B&D vs group F&H -0.466 0.642 
9) group B vs group D 6.149 1 0.001 
10) group D vs group F -7.328 1 0.001 
11) group F vs group H 8.385 <0.001 
12) group B vs group H 6.413 1 0.001 
13) group A vs group B -0.995 0.320 
14) group C vs group D -2.610 0.010 
15) group E vs group F -1.547 0.122 
16) group G vs group H -3.064 0.002 
17) group A vs group E -0.101 0.920 
18) group C vs group G -0.612 0.541 
19) group B vs group F 0.121 0.903 
20) group D vs group H -0.862 0.389 
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(VI) Ideal family size, completed family size, and education: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 30.203 < O.OOl 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 13.079 <0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I &K vs group M & O  -1.264 < 0.207 
4) group I vs group K 6.095 < 0.001 
5) group K vs group M -10.396 < 0.001 
6) group M vs group 0 12.370 < 0.001 
7) group I vs group 0 6.582 < 0.001 
8) group J & L  vs group N &P -0.275 0.783 
9) group J vs group L 5.987 < 0.001 
10) group L vs group N -7.069 < 0.001 
11) group N vs group P 8.100 < 0.001 
12) group J vs group P 6.280 < 0.001 
13) group I vs group J -4.290 < 0.001 
14) group K vs group L -2.877 0.004 
15) group M vs group N -4.860 < 0.001 
16) group 0 vs group P -5.690 < 0.001 
17) group I vs group M -1.414 0.158 
18) group K vs group 0 -0.098 0.922 
19) group J vs group N 0.245 0.806 
20) group L vs group P -0.721 0.471 
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(VII) Desired family size, intended family size, and education: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and 6 2.789 0.007 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D, 
F, and H 4.880 < 0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group A & C  v s  group E & G  0.802 0.423 
4) group A vs group C 3.095 0.002 
5) group C vs group E -2.461 0.014 
6) group E vs group G 2.624 0.009 
7) group A vs group G 3.239 < 0.001 
8) group B & D vs group F & H  -3.173 0.002 
9) group B vs group D 5.663 10.001 
10) group D vs group F -6.114 10.001 
11) group F vs group H 2.503 0.013 
12) group B vs group H 1.863 0.063 
13) group A vs group B -0.866 0.387 
14) group C vs group D -1.746 0.082 
15) group E vs group F -2.362 0.019 
16) group G vs group H -7.059 10.001 
17) group A vs group E 0.717 0.473 
18) group C vs group G 0.447 0.655 
19) group B vs group F -0.705 0.481 
20) group D vs group H -3.997 1 0.001 
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(VIII) Desired family size, completed family size, and education: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 6.845 < 0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 4.445 < O.OOl 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I &K vs group M & O  1.718 0.086 
4) group I vs group K 5.275 < 0.001 
5) group K vs group M -3.160 0.002 
6) group M vs group 0 3.785 < 0.001 
7) group I vs group 0 6.023 < 0.001 
8) group J & L  vs group N & P  -2.804 0.005 
9) group J vs group L 5.685 < 0.001 
10) group L vs group N -5.711 < 0.001 
11) group N vs group P 2.157 0.031 
12) group J vs group P 1.973 0.049 
13) group I vs group J -4.389 < 0.001 
14) group K vs group L -1.598 0.111 
15) group M vs group N -5.591 < 0.001 
16) group 0 vs group P -7.005 < 0.001 
17) group I vs group M 1.722 0.086 
18) group K vs group 0 0.599 0.550 
19) group J vs group N -0.260 0.795 
20) group L vs group P -3.888 < 0.001 
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(IX) Ideal family size, intended family size, and race: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 10.850 < O.OOl 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D, 
F, and H 5.003 <0.001 
Compari son T-test value Level of significance 
3 group A & C  vs group E & G  -0.766 0.444 
4 group A vs group C 4.398 1 0.001 
5 group C vs group E -8.351 1 0.001 
6 group E vs group G 7.082 1 0.001 
7 group A vs group G 3.893 1 0.001 
8 group B & D  vs group F & H  0.047 0.963 
9 group B vs group D 4.596 10.001 
10 group D vs group F -4.405 <0.001 
11 group F vs group H 4.286 <0.001 
12 group B vs group H 4.413 <0.001 
13 group A vs group B -2.369 0.018 
14 group C vs group D -1.768 0.080 
15 group E vs group F -1.891 0.059 
16 group G vs group H -3.113 0.002 
17 group A vs group E -0.474 0.636 
18 group C vs group G -0.917 0.359 
19 group B vs group F 0.842 0.401 
20 group D vs group H -0.893 0.373 
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(X) Ideal family size, completed family size, and race: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 43.700 1 0.OOl 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 4.675 < 0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I &K vs group M & O  -1.538 0.124 
4) group I vs group K 8.257 < 0.001 
5) group K vs group M -12.711 < 0.001 
6) group M vs group 0 14.878 < 0.001 
7) group I vs group 0 8.809 < 0.001 
8) group J &L vs group N & P  -0.099 0.922 
9) group J vs group L 4.360 < 0.001 
10) group L vs group N -4.434 < 0.001 
11) group N vs group P 4.270 < 0.001 
12) group J vs group P 4.106 < 0.001 
13) group I vs group J -3.403 < 0.001 
14) group K vs group L -1.521 0.132 
15) group M vs group N -2.903 0.004 
16) group 0 vs group P -3.439 0.001 
17) group I vs group M -1.534 0.126 
18) group K vs group 0 -0.474 0.636 
19) group J vs group N 0.631 0.529 
20) group L vs group P -0.890 0.375 
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(XI) Desired family size, intended family size, and race: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 6.139 < O.OOl 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D, 
F, and H 0.480 0.635 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3 group A & C  vs group E & G  0.597 0.551 
4 group A vs group C 4.735 1 0.001 
5 group C vs group E -4.292 1 0.001 
6 group E vs group G 4.302 1 0.001 
7 group A vs group G 4.744 1 0.001 
8 group B & D v s  group F & H  -1.189 0.238 
9 group B vs group D 1.088 0.281 
10 group D vs group F -2.048 0.043 
n group F vs group H 0.706 0.481 
12 group B vs group H 0.057 0.954 
13 group A vs group B -0.403 0.689 
14 group C vs group 0 -1.735 0.088 
15 group E vs group F -1.927 0.055 
16 group G vs group H -7.020 1 0.001 
17 group A vs group E 0.613 0.540 
18 group C vs group G 0.038 0.970 
19 group B vs group F -0.292 0.772 
20 group D vs group H -1.676 0.098 
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(XII) Desired family size, completed family size, and race: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 15.036 <0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 0.300 0.291 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I & K v s  group M & O  0.784 0.433 
4) group I vs group K 8.193 10.001 
5) group K vs group M -6.098 1 0.001 
6) group M vs group 0 6.026 1 0.001 
7) group I vs group 0 8.162 1 0.001 
8) group J &L vs group N & P  -0.731 0.467 
9) group J vs group L 1.052 0.297 
10) group L vs group N -1.593 0.114 
11) group N vs group P 0.471 0.638 
12) group J vs group P 0.261 0.795 
13) group I vs group J -0.978 0.336 
14) group K vs group L -1.814 0.075 
15) group M vs group N -2.753 0.006 
16) group 0 vs group P -6.396 1 0.001 
17) group I vs group M 1.144 0.253 
18) group K vs group 0 -0.193 0.847 
19) group J vs group N 0.030 0.976 
20) group L vs group P -1.351 0.180 
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(XIII) Ideal family size, intended family size, and residence: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 9.662 < O.OOl 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, C, 
F, and H 5.294 < O.OOl 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group A & C  vs group E & G  -0.728 0.467 
4) group A vs group C 4.202 10.001 
5) group C vs group E -8.444 1 0.001 
6) group E vs group G 6.694 1 0.001 
7) group A vs group G 3.585 1 0.001 
8) group B & D v s  group F & H  0.856 0.392 
9) group B vs group D 5.502 1 0.001 
10) group D vs group F -4.090 i 0.001 
11) group F vs group H 5.237 £ 0.001 
12) group B vs group H 7.370 1 0.001 
13) group A vs group B -2.991 0.003 
14) group C vs group 0 -0.557 0.579 
15) group E vs group F -1.724 0.085 
16) group G vs group H -0.501 0.617 
17) group A vs group E -0.354 0.723 
18) group C vs group G -1.037 0.300 
19) group B vs group F 1.183 0.238 
20) group D vs group H -0.140 0.889 
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(XIV) Ideal family size, completed family size, and residence; 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 29.548 £ 0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 11.921 <0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3 group I &K vs group M & O  -1.625 0.104 
4 group I vs group K 6.910 < 0.001 
5 group K vs group M -11.087 < 0.001 
6 group M vs group 0 12.018 < 0.001 
7 group I vs group 0 7.029 < 0.001 
8 group J &L vs group N &P 1.289 0.199 
9 group J vs group L 5.276 < 0.001 
10 group L vs group N -4.529 < 0.001 
11 group N vs group P 7.857 < 0.001 
12 group J vs group P 6.876 < 0.001 
13 group I vs group J -4.494 < 0.001 
14 group K vs group L -0.561 0.576 
15 group M vs group N -2.954 0.003 
16 group 0 vs group P -1.791 0.074 
17 group I vs group M -1.582 0.114 
18 group K vs group 0 -0.538 0.590 
19 group J vs group N 2.104 0.037 
20 group L vs group P -0.283 0.778 
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(XV) Desired family size, intended family size, and residence: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 3.906 1 0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D 
F, and H 
• 
1.793 0.085 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group A & C  v s  group E & G  0.097 0.922 
4) group A vs group C 4.253 1 0.001 
5) group C vs group E -3.328 1 0.001 
6) group E vs group G 2.744 0.006 
7) group A vs group G 3.628 < 0.001 
8) group B & D  vs group F & H  -1.439 0.152 
9) group B vs group D 2.298 0.023 
10) group D vs group F -6.746 1 0.001 
11) group F vs group H 2.111 0.035 
12) group B vs group H 0.756 0.451 
13) group A vs group B -1.056 0.293 
14) group C vs group D 0.512 0.609 
15) group E vs group F -3.338 10.001 
16) group G vs group H -4.999 1 0.001 
17) group A vs group E 0.542 0.588 
18) group C vs group G -1.135 0.257 
19) group B vs group F 0.012 0.991 
20) group D vs group H -4.933 1 0.001 
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(XVI) Desired family size, completed family size, and residence: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 6.877 1 O.OOl 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 3.904 < 0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I &K vs group M & O  0.970 0.332 
4) group I vs group K 6.617 < 0.001 
5) group K vs group M -3.842 < 0.001 
6) group M vs group 0 2.954 0.003 
7) group I vs group 0 5.622 0.001 
8) group J & L  vs group N & P  -4.869 < 0.001 
9) group J vs group L 3.841 < 0.001 
10) group L vs group N -6.369 < 0.001 
11) group N vs group P 1.828 0.068 
12) group J vs group P -0.626 0.532 
13) group I vs group J -1.072 0.285 
14) group K vs group L 0.185 0.854 
15) group M vs group N -5.205 < 0.001 
16) group 0 vs group P -5.148 < 0.001 
17) group I vs group M 2.130 0.033 
18) group K vs group 0 -0.983 0.326 
19) group J vs group N -2.356 0.019 
20) group L vs group P -4.717 < O.OOl 
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(XVII) Ideal family size, intended family size, and religion: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 1.769 0.090 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D, 
F, and H 20.056 1 O.OOl 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group A & C vs group E & G  -0.193 0.847 
4) group A vs group C 2.885 0.005 
5) group C vs group E -4.854 < 0.001 
6) group E vs group G 2.435 0.015 
7) group A vs group G 1.961 0.051 
8) group B & D  v s  group F & H  -0.634 0.526 
9) group B vs group D 7.668 _< 0.001 
10) group D vs group F -8.536 < 0.001 
11) group F vs group H 8.846 < 0.001 
12) group B vs group H 7.860 < 0.001 
13) group A vs group B 1.077 0.283 
14) group C vs group D 0.097 0.923 
15) group E vs group F 1.147 0.252 
16) group G vs group H 0.899 0.370 
17) group A vs group E 0.349 0.727 
18) group C vs group G -0.954 0.341 
19) group B vs group F -0.396 0.692 
20) group D vs group H -0.637 0.524 
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(XVIII) Ideal family size, completed family size, and religion: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 14.967 1 0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, L, 
N, and P 29.930 1 O.OOl 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I &K Vb group M & O  -0.103 0.918 
4) group I vs group K 5.565 < 0.001 
5) group K vs group M -6.894 < 0.001 
6) group M vs group 0 9.240 < 0.001 
7) group I vs group 0 6.880 < 0.001 
8) group J &L vs group N & P  -0.418 0.676 
9) group J vs group L 7.617 < 0.001 
10) group L vs group N -10.874 < 0.001 
11) group N vs group P 11.823 < 0.001 
12) group J vs group P 7.569 < 0.001 
13) group I vs group J 0.132 0.895 
14) group K vs group L 0.294 0.769 
15) group M vs group N 0.828 0.408 
16) group 0 vs group P -0.865 0.388 
17) group I vs group M -0.374 0.709 
18) group K vs group 0 0.266 0.790 
19) group J vs group N 0.084 0.933 
20) group L vs group P -0.988 0.323 
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(XIX) Desired family size, intended family size, and religion: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups A, C, 
E, and G 1.710 0.103 
2) Overall difference 
between groups B, D, 
F, and H 4.377 1 O.OOl 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group A & C v s  group E & G  -0.360 0.719 
4) group A vs group C 2.779 0.006 
5) group C vs group E -2.325 0.021 
6) group E vs group G 2.456 0.015 
7) group A vs group G 2.962 0.003 
8) group B & D  vs group F & H  -1.677 0.094 
9) group B vs group D 3.695 i 0.001 
10) group D vs group F -6.758 1 0.001 
11) group F vs group H 3.075 0.002 
12) group B vs group H 1.727 0.085 
13) group A vs group B 1.180 0.239 
14) group C vs group D 1.594 0.112 
15) group E vs group F 1.406 0.162 
16) group G vs group H -1.987 0.048 
17) group A vs group E -0.498 0.619 
18) group C vs group G 0.525 0.600 
19) group B vs group F 0.040 0.968 
20) group D vs group H -4.191 1 0.001 
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(XX) Desired family size, completed family size, and religion: 
Comparison F ratio value Level of significance 
1) Overall difference 
between groups I, K, 
M, and 0 5.782 i 0.001 
2) Overall difference 
between groups J, K, 
N, and P 5.722 1 0.001 
Comparison T-test value Level of significance 
3) group I &K vs group M & O  0.617 0.538 
4) group I vs group K 4.350 < 0.001 
5) group K vs group M -3.753 < 0.001 
6) group M vs group 0 4.639 < 0.001 
7) group I vs group 0 5.398 < 0.001 
8) group J &L vs group N & P  -3.144 0.002 
9) group J vs group L 6.004 < 0.001 
10) group L vs group N -6.274 < 0.001 
11) group N vs group P 2.637 0.008 
12) group J vs group P 2.074 0.038 
13) group I vs group J 1.867 0.063 
14) group K vs group L 1.385 0.167 
15) group M vs group N 1.082 0.280 
16) group 0 vs group P -2.883 0.004 
17) group I vs group M -0.095 0.924 
18) group K vs group 0 1.051 0.294 
19) group J vs group N -0.686 0.493 
20) group L vs group P -4.117 < 0.001 
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APPENDIX D. TABLES OF MEANS FOR DICHOTOMOUS VARIABLES 
Table Dl. Ideal family size group orientation, intended family size, and 
completed family size 
Ideal family size group orientation 
High ideal family size Low ideal family size 
Dependent variable (N = 974) (N = 2,288) 
Intended family size 3.35 3.39 
F ratio 0.104 
Level of significance 0.686 
Completed family size 3.08 3.11 
F ratio 0.162 
Level of significance 0.663 
Table D2. Desired family size group orientation, intended family size, 
and completed family size 
Desired family size group orientation 
High desired family size Low desired family size 
Dependent variable (N = 1,253) (N = 1,672) 
Intended family size 3.33 3.45 
F ratio 0.664 
Level of significance 0.421 
Completed family size 3.05 3.20 
F ratio 3.393 
Level of significance 0.062 
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Table D3. Ideal family size individual orientation, intended family 
size, and completed family size 
Ideal family size individual orientation 
Dependent variable 
High ideal family size Low ideal family size (N = 1,595) (N = 1,667) 
Intended family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
4.14 2.65 
112.200 
1 0.001 
Completed family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
3.76 2.47 
307.239 
< 0.001 
Table D4. Desired family size individual orientation intended family 
size, and completed family size 
Desired family size individual orientation 
High desired family size Low desired family size 
Dependent variable (N = 1,367) (N = 1,558) 
Intended family size 3.85 2.99 
F ratio 35.988 
Level of significance 1 0.001 
Completed family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
3.45 
53.275 
< 0.001 
2.86 
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Table 05. Education, intended family size, and completed family size 
Education 
Socio-economic High education Low education 
characteristic (N = 1,846) (N = 1,475) 
Intended family size 3.18 3.86 
F ratio 15.326 
Level of significance £ 0.001 
Completed family size 2.73 3.60 
F ratio 131.544 
Level of significance < 0.001 
Table 06. Race, intended family size, and completed family size 
Race 
Socio-economic White population Black population 
characteristic (N = 2,671) (N = 650) 
Intended family size 3.30 4.23 
F ratio 18.177 
Level of significance < 0.001 
Completed family size 2.94 3.82 
F ratio 83.761 
Level of significance 1 0.001 
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Table D7. Residence, intended family size, and completed family size 
Residence 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Urban (N = 2,556) Rural (N = 765) 
Intended family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
3.29 
15.689 
10.001 
4.10 
Completed family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
2.94 
67.985 
<0.001 
3.68 
Table D8. Religion, intended family size, and completed family size 
Religion 
Socio-economic 
characteristic 
Catholic 
(N = 752) 
Non-Catholic 
(N = 2,569) 
Intended family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
3.99 
10.190 
0.002 
3.33 
Completed family size 
F ratio 
Level of significance 
3.25 
3.847 
0.047 
3.07 
